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ABSTRACT 
This study explores the relationship between two theoretical constructs: brand image and brand 
equity in the context sports sponsorship.  The sporting context for the study was the 2003 Rugby 
World Cup held in Australia.  The research focused on the sponsorship relationship between the 
New Zealand All Blacks and their major sponsor and co-branding partner, adidas. 
 
Keller’s (1993, 2003) customer-based brand equity models were the conceptual inspiration for 
the research, with Faircloth, Capella and Alford’s (2001) conceptual model – adapted from the 
work of Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) - the primary conceptual model. 
 
Data was collected from two independent samples of 200 respondents, utilizing simple random 
sampling procedures.  A bivariate correlation analysis was undertaken to test whether there was 
any correlation between changes in adidas’s brand image and adidas’s brand equity as a result of 
the All Blacks’ performance in the 2003 Rugby World Cup. 
 
Results support the view postulated by Keller (1993, 2003) that brand image is antecedent to the 
brand equity construct.  Results are also consistent with the findings of Faircloth et al (2001) 
who found that brand image directly impacted brand equity. 
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CHAPTER 1: 
INTRODUCTION 
 2
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
 The purpose of this thesis is to investigate the relationship between two theoretical 
constructs; brand image and brand equity; in the context of sports sponsorship. 
  
 The sporting context for the study was the 2003 Rugby World Cup (RWC), which was held 
in Australia between the 10th October 2003 and the 22nd November 2003. 
 
 The thesis examines how the New Zealand national rugby team, the All Blacks’, 
performance in the 2003 RWC impacted on the team’s brand image, and, in turn, the brand 
image and brand equity of its major sponsor and co-branding partner, adidas. 
 
 A theoretical foundation for the investigation is provided by a review of the relevant 
academic literature examining the relationships between advertising, sponsorship and 
consumer behaviour.  The literature review examines the literary tradition of “How does 
advertising work?”  It also investigates the increasing body of research relating to 
sponsorship and “How does sponsorship work?” 
 
 The thesis also explores the development of contemporary brand theory and examines 
several ongoing debates concerning the way in which brands (and the process of branding) 
influence consumer attitudes and purchase behaviour.  In particular the theories of Keller 
(1993, 2003) and Ehrenberg (1974) are discussed.  The absence of the constructs brand 
image and brand attitude from Ehrenberg’s ATR theory (1974) and their inclusion in 
Keller’s CBBE theory (1993, 2003) provides a basic point of difference between their two 
schools of thought.  The question is asked; does brand image (and its associated concept, 
brand attitude) have a persuasive role in determining consumer purchase decisions – as 
Keller proposes – or, alternatively, if it plays a role at all, does it have a reinforcing role, 
(encouraging repeat purchases after the original purchase has been made) – as Ehrenberg 
suggests? 
 
 The debate concerning whether advertising is a ‘strong force’ or a ‘weak force’ (Ehrenberg, 
1974) gained momentum in the 1990s with papers by Ehrenberg and colleagues (Barnard 
and Ehrenberg 1997; Ehrenberg, Barnard and Scriven 1998) suggesting advertising is a 
weak force, while Jones (1990), Barry (1990), Light (1997) and White (1999) argued a 
contrary view. 
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 ‘Strong’ theories of how advertising works have dominated advertising research, 
particularly in the United States, since at least the adoption of the AIDA model (Strong 
1925) in the early twentieth century.  Commonly referred to as ‘persuasive’ or ‘hierarchy 
of effects’ models, this family of models express the theory that advertising works by 
changing consumer attitudes about brands.  The AIDA model suggests that attention or 
awareness of a brand precedes interest in the brand, which precedes desire for the brand, 
which precedes action or purchase of the brand.  A number of similar models assume this 
sequential processing of information involving thinking, feeling and doing – cognitive, 
affective and conative components of behaviour (eg. Colley 1961; Vaughan 1980).  There 
is general agreement that attitude changes can be measured in terms of perceptions  as well 
as behaviour (Reis and Trout 1994). 
 
 This sequential process has been incorporated into the contemporary brand theories of 
Aaker (1991, 1993, 1996, 2000); Biel (1991, 1992) and Keller (1993, 2003). The 
antecedents of consumer based brand equity (resonance), according to Aaker and Keller, 
include brand identity, brand awareness (salience), brand image and brand attitude.  
Keller’s 2003 Customer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE) Pyramid is a primary model used in 
this research.  It is a development of Keller’s earlier model (Keller 1993) - which in turn 
was incorporated into Faircloth, Capella and Alford’s (2001) research - and Faircloth et 
al’s research contains the conceptual model which is the basis for this research. 
 
 There are a number of challenges involved in a discussion of how advertising, sponsorship 
or marketing communications works.  First is the large number of different theories 
proferred.  Broadbent (1992) listed 456 views of how advertising works!  Second, concepts 
often have different meanings and definitions depending upon a researcher’s 
predispositions.  Hence key concepts such as brand awareness, brand salience and brand 
equity can mean different things to different people.  (Miller and Berry 1998; Light 1997; 
Ehrenberg 1997b).  In addition, similar concepts are measured using different scales.  This 
is problematic in that how theorists believe advertising or sponsorship works influences 
how they measure their effects (White 1999).  Finally, there is a relative dearth of 
empirical, quantitative research relating to brand theory that is relevant to this study.  That 
is, research that investigates the relationship between brand image and brand equity in the 
context of sports sponsorship (Faircloth et al 2001; Meenaghan 2001a; Brown et al 2003; 
Walliser 2003). 
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 The different effects that advertising and sponsorship elicit from consumers is discussed in 
the context of brand theory.  It is generally accepted that both advertising and sponsorship 
can provide cues that positively effect consumer pre-purchase attitudes towards a brand 
(Dean 1999).  Advertising is more direct in its attempt to stimulate the maximum intensity 
of response, by respondents, to an original selling idea (Walford 1992).  Sponsorship is 
more indirect; providing a halo of goodwill for the sponsor (Meenaghan 2001a).  Both 
advertising and sponsorship can enhance brand image (Biel 1992; Coburn and Hawkins 
1997; Nicholls et al 1999; Hansen et al 1999; Brown et al 2003). 
 
 This research explores the relationship between changes to a sponsor’s brand image and the 
sponsor’s brand equity.  The research tests the correlation between changes in adidas’s 
brand image and adidas’s brand equity as a result of the brand’s media exposure during the 
2003 RWC.  The research explains the expected correlations between changes in adidas’s 
brand image and brand equity by reference to Keller’s (1993; 2003) Customer-Based 
Brand Equity models and specifically to Faircloth et al’s (2001) conceptual model which 
postulates that images and attitudes influence brand equity. 
 
1.2 OUTLINE OF THE THESIS 
 The research is divided into six chapters and is organised as follows: 
  
 Chapter 1: 
 Contains an introduction and background to the research problem and presents a statement 
of the research problem.  It provides a context for the research and an overview of the 
argument to be advanced. 
 
 Chapter 2: 
 Involves a critical assessment and evaluation of the literature relating to the nature of 
sponsorship; how sponsorship, co-branding and sports sponsorship works.  It then 
undertakes a chronological review of the development of brand theory and an in-depth 
analysis of the brand image and brand equity constructs. 
 
 Chapter 3: 
 Provides a conceptual framework for the research by presenting the research questions and 
hypotheses to be tested.   
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 Chapter 4: 
 The research design is described in detail including the sample frame and the questionnaire 
design.  Reliability and validity tests are discussed. 
 
 Chapter 5: 
 Analyses and discusses the results of the field research.  The statistical analysis of the 
research results are presented.  Data relating to each hypothesis is examined and the 
findings discussed.  The confirmation or rejection of research questions and hypotheses is 
presented. 
 
 Chapter 6: 
 Conclusions are drawn from the results.  Theoretical and managerial implications are 
discussed and the main contributions to knowledge are detailed.  Limitations in the 
research are acknowledged and suggestions for future research are proferred. 
 
  Appendices: 
 Provide a context for the research, including: North American data comparing twenty years 
of sponsorship growth with growth in advertising and sales promotion over the same 
period; background data relating to adidas’s sponsorship agreement with the NZRU; the 
research questionnaire; pre and post RWC frequency tables; source data relating to the 
construction of questions used in the research; notes on the data collection and analysis; 
New Zealand sportswear advertising expenditure during the 2003 RWC; and reliability 
statistics for brand image and brand equity scales (Chronbach’s Alpha).  The last appendix 
supports the assertion that there were no statistically significant differences in the 
demographics of the pre and post RWC samples. 
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CHAPTER 2: 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 7
2.1 SPONSORSHIP AS CONTEXT 
 2.1.1 Introduction 
  Sponsorship of sports, arts, events and causes is now a mainstream marketing 
communications tool (Cornwell, Weeks and Roy 2005).  Sponsorship-linked 
marketing programme expenditure has grown dramatically over the past two 
decades, particularly since the 1984 Los Angeles Olympics (Hoek and Gendall 
2002).  The Chicago-based IEG Sponsorship Report (2003) anticipated worldwide 
sponsorship spending would hit US$28 billion in 2004, a rise of 8.1% from the 
estimated US$25.9 billion spent in 2003.  According to IEG (Please refer to 
Appendix A) investment in sponsorship has grown at a higher rate for the past 20 
years than both advertising and sales promotion.  Although sponsorship 
expenditure represents only about 7% of aggregated marketing communications 
spend in a given year (well below an estimated 49% for advertising and 25% for 
direct marketing) sponsorship growth rates throughout the 1990’s in the United 
States ranged between 9% and 15% per annum, exceeding the growth rates in that 
period for both advertising and sales promotion (Sandler and Shani 1999; 
McDonald 2000a; Meenaghan 2001a). 
 
  Despite this remarkable growth in expenditure it is only in recent years (Quester 
and Thompson 2001; Walliser 2003) that academic research on sponsorship has 
reflected similar growth.  In reviews of sponsorship research published by 
Cornwell and Maignan (1998), Walliser (2003) and Cornwell et al (2005) there is 
general agreement with the view of Harvey (2001): 
 
  “Marketers today remain unsure of how sponsorship works and how to properly measure its 
business value.  Marketers see sponsorship as something different from advertising – but 
there has been no general clarification of how sponsorship differs from advertising, and 
what this implies in terms of how to make sponsorship accountable”.  (p 59) 
 
 2.1.2 The Nature of Sponsorship 
  Sponsorship in its earliest form dates back to ancient Greece (McDonald 2000b).  
Athletes in the original Olympic Games required the patronage of wealthy citizens 
in order to live while training and competing.  In return patrons gained attention 
for their generosity and public spiritedness; a helpful advantage if running for 
public office.  The same motivation drives commercial sponsorship today: the 
desire to be thought well of. 
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  Lardinoit and Quester (2001) repeat a common view held by researchers (for 
example Cornwell 1995) when they observe that there is some confusion in the 
literature over what is an acceptable definition of sponsorship.  Lardinoit and 
Quester suggest that there is, however, some consensus relating to the definition 
proposed by Meenaghan (1991): 
 
  “Commercial sponsorship involves an investment in cash or kind in an activity, person or 
idea for the purpose of exploiting the potential associated with this activity.” (p 36) 
 
  Cornwell and Maignan (1998) argue that sponsorship is more than just an 
association between a sponsor and a sponsee and includes all marketing and 
communication efforts undertaken by sponsors to leverage their investment in the 
sponsored activity or event.   They prefer to use the broader definition first 
proposed by Cornwell (1995) who defined sponsorship - linked marketing as: 
 
  “The orchestration and implementation of marketing activities for the purpose of building 
and communicating an association (link) to a sponsorship.” (p 93) 
 
  The marketing of the sponsorship relationship is deemed to be necessary if the 
sponsorship fee is to be a worthwhile investment.  Sponsorship does not work 
unless consumers are told about it (McDonald 2000a). 
 
  Cliffe and Motion (2001) sum up more recent brand related perspectives when 
they conclude: 
 
  “Sponsorship is an indirect persuader for improving perceptions of the brand performance 
by linking our beliefs about the brand to an event or organisation that the target audience 
values highly.” (p 7) 
 
  Hence sponsorship is more than patronage, it involves the exchange of a fee for 
association rights between a sponsor and a sponsee, and includes the marketing of 
that association by the sponsor.  It is widely agreed that sponsorship can 
positively affect consumer attitudes towards a brand’s attributes (Brown, Pope 
and Voges 2003). 
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  Sponsorship should be distinguished from sports marketing, event marketing and 
cause-related marketing; all of which may include sponsorship as an element in 
their marketing communication mix, but equally, may exclude sponsorship from 
that mix. 
 
  Sponsorship should also not be construed as a form of advertising, although 
sponsorship of television and radio programs can build brand awareness and 
image for the sponsor (through media exposure) in a manner analogous to 
advertising.  However, as Yeshin (1998) notes, “here the objective is to derive 
benefit from the association of the (brand) name and a program which has 
relevance to a desired target audience” (p 273).  Whereas advertising seeks to 
persuade directly, sponsorship seeks to persuade indirectly; by association. 
 
  Sponsorship, then, is an independent, legitimate constituent in today’s marketing 
communications industry (Meenaghan 1998; Walliser 2003). 
 
 2.1.3 How does Sponsorship work? 
  Given that the focus of this research is the sponsored relationship between adidas 
and the All Blacks, is it valid to use communication models developed in the 
context of advertising in sponsorship research? 
 
  Hoek (1999a) observed that marketing communications literature had been 
dominated by cognitive information processing models (such as AIDA) which 
assume that consumers move through a series of rational decision-making 
processes that lead to considered purchase behaviour.  Fundamental to these 
theories is the notion that promotional information increases awareness of a brand 
amongst consumers and can persuade consumers to purchase the brand.  Hoek 
(1999a) noted that Lee, Sandler and Shani (1997) had modified the AIDA model 
in their study of sponsorship’s effects on consumers and had found that attitudes 
toward a sponsored event influenced behaviour and were at the core of 
sponsorship’s effects on consumers.  Earlier, Meenaghan (1991) found that 
sponsorship could enhance corporate awareness and image.  Javalgi, Traylor and 
Gross (1994) found that corporate sponsorship could enhance corporate image 
(but that such an outcome was not automatic).  Hansen and Scotwin (1995) 
measured sponsorship effectiveness in terms of recall, recognition, and image 
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changes.  Their study found that sponsorship messages create recall of a 
magnitude similar to that of advertising.  Rajaretnam (1994) found that 
sponsorship impacted corporate brand awareness, brand preference and brand 
image, but product advertising had more impact on product image than did 
sponsorship. 
 
  The assumption by marketing communication managers that cognitive models 
should be the basis for setting sponsorship objectives and measuring sponsorship 
effects was challenged by Hoek (1999).  Citing Ehrenberg (1974, 1988), Barnard 
and Ehrenberg (1997) and Hoek, Gendall and Jeffcoat (1997), Hoek (1999a) 
noted that despite the prevailing widespread acceptance of cognitive models by 
academics and practitioners significant criticism of these models had emerged: 
  • They include variables that are difficult to measure. 
  • The relationship between these variables had yet to be empirically determined. 
  • The highly repetitive nature of purchase behavior had been neglected or 
ignored. 
 
  Hoek et al concluded from their 1997 research that neither advertising or 
sponsorship stimuli persuaded respondents to purchase Snickers.  (Their study 
involved Snickers’ sponsorship of the 1994 Football World Cup).  Rather, their 
findings supported Ehrenberg’s (1974) ATR model. 
 
  Ehrenberg (1974) proposed the Awareness-Trial-Reinforcement (ATR) model as 
an alternative to the AIDA model.  Based on the behaviourist principles of 
operant conditioning this theory proposed that the stimulation of repeat purchase 
behaviour is the primary goal of advertising (and sponsorship).  Advertising’s 
chief function, according to Ehrenberg (1974), is to positively reinforce purchase 
decisions that consumers have already made.  Advertising and sponsorship 
reassure existing users that they have made the right purchase.  Ideally, this 
increases the probability that the brand will be purchased again. 
 
  Hoek et al (1997) found that while sponsorship clearly created awareness of the 
brand there was no evidence that this awareness (and any subsequent attitudes 
toward the brand) prompted trial.  There was no link between repeated exposures 
of the sponsor’s brand image and purchase behaviour.  They concluded that 
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sponsorship is unlikely to turn non-users into users of a brand.  Sponsorship plays 
primarily a defensive role, maintaining the status quo, rather than increasing sales.  
Like advertising, sponsorship works as a form of operant conditioning, 
maintaining existing behaviour patterns. 
 
  These conclusions were a clear challenge to the prevailing assumptions of 
marketing communications academics and practitioners alike.  And they provide a 
precedent for this research to consider.  Yet there seems to have been few, if any, 
subsequent studies by other researchers that have arrived at such clear cut 
conclusions regarding how sponsorship works.  In fact, the study is ignored 
completely by Cornwell et al in their 2005 review of theoretical progress 
regarding how consumer focused sponsorship works. 
 
  In addition to the above conclusions Hoek et al (1997) found that managers used 
advertising and sponsorship to achieve similar goals: goals relating to building 
brand awareness and brand image.  But they found several significant differences 
in the effects of sponsorship and brand advertising.  They found that: 
  • Sponsorship was better able than advertising to generate brand awareness 
among non-users. 
  • Sponsorship generated a wider range of connotations than did advertising. 
   
  Cornwell and Maignan’s (1998) meta-analysis examined five research streams in 
80 articles published before 1996.  The five streams were: 
  • Nature of sponsorship. 
  • Managerial aspects of sponsorship. 
  • Measurement of sponsorship effects. 
  • Strategic use of sponsorship. 
  • Legal and ethical considerations in sponsorship. 
 
  Walliser (2003) identified this analysis as the most comprehensive review of 
sponsorship literature to that date.  Of relevance to this research is Cornwell and 
Maignan’s conclusions regarding the measurement of sponsorship effects.  Most 
of the empirical studies reviewed had used tracking techniques to assess brand 
awareness, brand recall, brand attitude and the brand image effects of sponsorship.  
They cite Pham (1991) when they conclude that “the main difficulty in the 
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evaluation of sponsorship is differentiation of its effects from those of advertising 
and other promotional techniques” (Cornwell and Maignan 1998; p 14).  They 
found that studies of sponsorship effectiveness had yielded inconsistent findings.  
Empirical investigations had often shown that sponsorship engendered small or 
ambiguous effects.  They concluded that more rigorously designed experiments 
were needed.  Cornwell and Maignan (1998) also found a lack of underlying 
theory and conceptual definition necessary for scholarly inquiry.  They therefore 
proposed several conceptual frameworks from cognitive psychology that might be 
useful, suggesting that Keller’s (1993) customer-based brand equity (CBBE) 
model could provide an ideal framework for the analysis of brand-related 
sponsorship effects.  Cornwell and Maignan (1998) suggested that “One of the 
outcomes of a successful sponsorship is a strengthening of brand equity” (p 17). 
 
  A further recommendation from Cornwell and Maignan (1998), relevant to this 
research, is to include the evaluation of sponsorship effects in the context of 
Integrated Marketing Communications (IMC) theory.  Sponsorship effects, they 
suggest, cannot be evaluated adequately if they are considered in isolation from 
other marketing communications. 
 
  Cornwell and Maignan (1998) stand in the cognitive tradition of academics in the 
debate over how sponsorship works.  Their recommendations are relevant and 
foundational to this research.  They represent an antithetical view to that of 
Ehrenberg (1974) and Hoek et al (1997).  Their recommendations to consider the 
study of sponsorship effects in the context of Keller’s CBBE theory and IMC 
theory have been influential in the design of this research. 
 
  In 2003 Walliser published an international review of sponsorship research that 
extended and updated Cornwell and Maignan’s 1998 review.  Walliser reviewed 
studies not included by Cornwell and Maignan, published in Europe prior to 1996, 
and worldwide sponsorship research within the period 1996-2001 published in 
English, German or French.  Walliser analysed 153 studies.   Eighty three of these 
studies related to the measurement of sponsorship effects; the field of interest for 
this research. 
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  Walliser (2003) makes the following summative statement concerning the 
differentiation of advertising and sponsorship: 
 
  “Advertising and sponsorship are increasingly considered complementary elements of an 
integrated communication strategy (Cegarra 1994).  They partly share the same objectives 
(eg. awareness and image), but deliver their messages in different ways.  Advertising 
messages are generally more direct, explicit and can be more easily controlled.  
Sponsorship, on the other hand, can overcome certain communication barriers and has 
practically unlimited target selection possibilities (Erdogan and Kitchen 1998).  
Sponsorship and advertising coincide when sponsors use billboard or similar supports.” 
(Walliser 1997, p 3) 
 
  It can therefore be concluded that sponsorship has at least some elements in 
common with advertising and is best used in conjunction with advertising and/or 
publicity, as part of an integrated communication strategy.  According to Walliser 
(2003) the most important sponsorship objectives have traditionally been 
increasing a sponsor’s brand awareness and enhancing a sponsor’s brand image. 
 
  Walliser (2003) reports that the large majority of studies measuring sponsorship 
effects focus on awareness as an independent variable.  Evidence suggests that 
recall increases as a function of: 
  • Length of exposure to the sponsor’s brand. 
  • Previous awareness of the sponsor’s brand. 
  • Spectator involvement with and interest in the sponsored activity. 
  • The integration of sponsorship with other communication tools such as 
broadcast sponsoring or classical advertising. 
 
  Walliser (2003) notes that only a limited number of studies published to 2001 had 
focused primarily on image effects of sponsorship.  A number of studies are cited 
to support the contention that sponsorship can contribute to the modification of at 
least some dimensions of image.  Image transfer was found to be influenced 
positively by: 
  • The attitude of spectators towards the association of the sponsor and the 
activity. 
  • Spectator involvement with the sponsorship process. 
  • Sponsors having high visibility during the event. 
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  Walliser (2003) cites evidence to suggest that image effects are only temporary 
and depend on integration with other marketing communication tools.  There is 
also evidence to suggest that perceived exploitation of a sponsored activity can 
negatively impact sponsorship benefits and goodwill. Theoretical discussions 
relating to image effects (including Hoek et al 1997) had failed to produce a 
preferred theoretical model based on superior empirical research. 
 
  Walliser (2003) found that in relation to purchase intentions as a result of 
sponsorship exposure, respondents declared themselves more likely to buy 
sponsor products than competitors’ (non-sponsor) products, but when it came to 
behaviour product purchase was not necessarily higher for sponsor products.  
Purchase effects can often be overestimated (Bennet 1999).  Walliser (2003) 
found that sponsorship generally enhances a sponsor’s image but to a much lesser 
extent increases the likelihood of consumers purchasing the sponsor’s products. 
 
  Meanwhile (excluded from Walliser’s analysis) Gwinner and Eaton (1999) found 
that sponsorship can produce positive image transfer from a sporting event to the 
sponsor’s brand.  Their research was based on the theoretical perspectives of 
Keller (1993) and Aaker (1997). 
 
  Madrigal (2000) found that favourable purchase intentions are more likely to 
occur as fans increase their identification with a sports team and with other fans of 
the team.  This can have beneficial consequences for corporate sponsors of the 
team in terms of fans’ positive intentions to purchase the sponsor’s products. 
   
  The February 2001 issue of Psychology and Marketing was devoted entirely to 
reviewing the topic of sponsorship.  Meenaghan and O’Sullivan (2001, p 89) 
wrote:  
   
  “By way of contrast with advertising, sponsorship remains under researched and under 
conceptualised, and our understanding of consumer response to sponsorship is still grossly 
inadequate.”   
 
  Meenaghan (2001a) develops this discussion further by suggesting three basic 
tenets upon which an understanding of how sponsorship works must be 
predicated: 
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  First, the goodwill phenomenon in sponsorship.  This is the consumer’s perception 
of the sponsor as providing benefit to the community.  “Consumers appear to 
receive sponsorship communications in a halo of goodwill” (p 101).  The degree 
of goodwill varies by category.  For example, the sponsorship of social causes 
generates intense feelings of goodwill toward a sponsor, while the sponsorship of 
sports and the arts is also highly regarded.  Meenaghan (2001a) suggests that as a 
result of this phenomenon there is a lowering of consumer defence mechanisms as 
they receive sponsorship communications.  Sponsorship’s intent to persuade is 
disguised and subtle. 
 
  “Advertising, by contrast, is seen as being selfish and in the interests of the advertiser, thus 
involving no obvious benefit to society.  It is seen as forceful and coercive, leading to an 
alerted state in the consumer’s defense mechanisms” (p 101).   
 
  According to Meenaghan (2001a) the notion of goodwill is central to an 
understanding of sponsorship and is one of the prime factors distinguishing 
sponsorship from advertising. 
 
  Secondly, Image transfer.  Meenaghan (2001a) asserts that image transfer is an 
important reason for most sponsors to commit to sponsorship; not only to increase 
brand awareness, but also to establish, strengthen or change brand image.  “An 
individual sponsored activity is … possessed of a personality and there is a rub-
off or halo effect to corporate or product image from association” (p 104). 
 
  Thirdly, the concept of fan involvement.  Fan involvement is “the extent to which 
consumers identify with, and are motivated by, their engagement and affiliation 
with particular leisure activities” (p 106). 
 
  Figure 2.1: Goodwill Effects and Fan Involvement 
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Source: Meenaghan (2001a), p 106 
 
  Fans will have a positive emotional reaction and orientation towards the sponsor 
who benefit’s a favoured activity, team or event.  This triangular relationship is 
depicted in Figure 2.1.  The sponsor reaps the rewards of goodwill and image 
enhancement as a result. 
 
  Meenaghan (2001a) asserts that timing of entry and exit to the sponsorship 
commitment can also affect the response of fans to the sponsor.  Image and 
goodwill may be generated by the sponsor’s early commitment to the sponsored 
property, attracting warm appreciation and gratitude, whereas late arrivals may be 
regarded as opportunistic, inviting hostility; being perceived as exploiting the 
association. 
 
  Meenaghan’s insights are based on qualitative research (focus groups and in-depth 
interviews with industry experts).  They are clearly in the cognitive tradition.  
Although sponsorship has the advantage of the goodwill phenomenon when 
compared to advertising as a marketing communications stimulus Meenaghan 
(2001a) suggests that consumers’ response to sponsorship is fundamentally 
similar to consumers’ response to advertising.  However, the conferred halo of 
goodwill combined with a high level of a fan’s involvement in the sponsored 
activity, team or event, heightens the possibility of a favourable perception and 
disposition toward the sponsor’s brand.  This in turn leads to positive image 
transfer, the enhancement of consumer preference for the sponsor’s brand, the 
increased likelihood of purchase, and in some instances actual purchase.  This 
process is illustrated in Figure 2.2. 
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Figure 2.2: Activity Involvement and Sponsorship Effects 
  
 Involved Uninvolved 
 High Moderate Limited None 
Sensitivity to Benefit/Abuse 
↓ 
    
Sponsor Awareness 
↓ 
    
Contingent Goodwill 
↓ 
    
Favourability of Image 
↓ 
    
Transfer of Image Values 
↓ 
    
Likelihood of Purchase 
↓ 
    
Actual Purchase     
 
Source: Meenaghan (2001a), p 113 
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  Meenaghan (2001a) concludes by suggesting that sponsorship works differently 
on the consumer from other forms of marketing communication by stimulating the 
consumer emotions embodied in the sponsor-activity-fan relationship.  
Sponsorship “engages the consumer by bestowing benefit on an activity with 
which the consumer has an intensely emotional relationship” (p 114).  Figure 2.3 
suggests how sponsorship works differently on the consumer than does other 
forms of marketing communications such as advertising and promotion. 
 
  Figure 2.3: The Sponsorship Effects Process 
 
Source: Meenaghan (2001a), p 115 
 
  Cornwell et al (2005) sought to summarise all papers exhibiting theoretically 
grounded research into sponsorship  published to that date.  Their paper offers a 
consumer-focused sponsorship-linked marketing communications model that 
seeks to integrate all previous research and guide future research.  It is a 
structural model of mechanisms found in consumer-focused sponsorship.  
Cornwell et al wrote:  
 
  “It is the first to account for the theoretical progress to date, bringing together important 
variables such as individual (and group) factors, as well as market and management factors, 
with the aim of understanding their influence on sponsorship processing mechanics and 
related outcomes” (p 37). 
 
  They liken the process to “opening the black box of sponsorship information 
processing” (p 21).  The relevance of the study to this research is the fact that 
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these authors classify consumer-focused sponsorship outcomes (effects) as 
Cognitive (Awareness; Image); Affective (Liking; Preference) and Behavioural 
(Purchase intent; Purchase commitment; Purchase).  This is in accord with 
Keller’s (1993) CBBE theory, which conceptualized Brand Knowledge in terms 
of brand awareness and brand image.  According to Keller (1993) Customer-
Based Brand Equity is determined by positive Brand Knowledge.   Keller’s 
(1993) theory was developed further by Keller and Davey (2001) and Keller 
(2003) and is seminal to this research. 
 
 2.1.4 Co-Branding 
  Sponsorship is a form of co-branding (Motion, Leach and Brodie 2003).  Motion 
et al argue that: 
   
  “The delineation between sponsorship and co-branding can be conceptualized as a 
continuum with sponsorship at one end and a joint partnership at the other.  The opportunity 
to create a co-brand arises when sponsorship moves from being a one-off exchange to being 
a long-term relationship between two or more organizations.” (p 1083) 
 
  The commercial sponsorship agreement between global sport company adidas and 
the New Zealand Rugby Football Union (including adidas’s sponsorship of the 
All Blacks) commenced on 1 July 1999.  It was one of adidas’s largest 
sponsorship contracts, estimated at NZ$150 million over 5 years (NZ$30 million 
per annum).  The association has been subsequently renewed, with another 5 year 
contract in place.  In terms of Motion et al’s (2003) definition, above, the 
sponsorship relationship between adidas and the All Blacks can also be described 
as a co-branding relationship. 
 
  The concept of co-branding is relatively new to the business vocabulary.  “It is 
used to encompass a wide range of marketing activity involving the use of two 
(and sometimes more) brands” (Blackett and Boad 1999, p 1).  It is not surprising 
that Leuthesser, Kohli and Suri (2003) report that “there is no universally 
accepted definition of co-branding” (p 36). The term has been used 
interchangeably in marketing literature with similar concepts such as brand 
alliance, joint branding, co-marketing, brand bundling and composite branding 
(Leuthesser et al 2003; Abratt and Motlana 2002; Keller 2003). 
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  Riezebos (1996) defines co-branding as “an alliance between brands that is made 
clear to consumers” (p 96).  Blackett and Boad in their definitive work, “Co-
branding: The Science of Alliance” (1999), define co-branding as “a form of co-
operation between two or more brands with significant customer recognition, in 
which all the participants’ brand names are retained” (p 7).  The ‘public nature’ of 
the alliance is a necessary factor in the process (Motion et al 2003). 
 
  Riezebos (1996) notes that in co-branding “both brands can transfer … 
associations to one another” (p 97). This is called ‘image transfer’ and has been 
identified by Meenaghan (2001a), above, as an important reason for most 
sponsors to commit to sponsorships. The focus of co-branding is mutual brand 
enhancement; mutual advantage.  Riezebos (1996) asserts that in image transfer 
“the associations valuable to consumers are carried over from one brand to 
another” (p 74).  Riezebos (1996) suggests that minimally two entities are 
necessary for the transfer of associations: a ‘source’ and ‘a target’. 
 
  The source (in sponsorship terms this would be the ‘sponsored property’) must 
evoke positive associations in the consumer, which are transferred to the image of 
the target (in sponsorship terms this is the ‘sponsor’). 
 
  “The essence of image transfer is that there is a positive transfer from the source to the 
target and that there is only a positive (ie. no negative) feedback from the target to the 
source” (Riezebos 1996, p 74). 
 
  So it is appropriate to refer to the adidas-All Black sponsorship relationship also 
as a co-branding relationship (Please refer to Appendix B for a discussion of the 
synergies in the partners’ brand values).  It is potentially a win-win relationship 
for both brands.  Positive brand associations from each brand can be transferred to 
the other.  In this regard the 2003 RWC presented a challenge to that relationship.  
If the All Blacks were to win the RWC the implications for the brand images of 
both organisations could be expected to be quite significant.  These implications 
became the focus of this research. 
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 2.1.5 Sports Sponsorship 
  
 2.1.5.1 Introduction 
  Modern sports sponsorship can be traced back to the 1950s in the United Kingdom 
and the United States (Marshall and Cook 1992).  Sports sponsorship received a 
substantial boost when governments banned cigarette advertising on television in the 
1960s (UK) and 1970s (US).  As a result of the bans tobacco companies looked for 
alternative promotional channels to circumvent these restrictions. Sports sponsorship 
became the ultimate media winner.  Sponsorship of auto racing and tennis enabled 
tobacco companies to keep their cigarette brand names in front of the public through 
broadcast coverage of sponsored events (Shannon 1999). 
  The 1984 Los Angeles Olympics provided another major boost for sports 
sponsorship and is generally credited as the location for the official arrival of sports 
sponsorship as ‘big business’ (Schlossberg 1991).  Whereas previous Olympics had 
relied on public money and had experienced major financial losses, the Los Angeles 
Olympics depended entirely on private money, primarily major sponsorships, and 
generated US$230 million in profit. (Shannon 1999). 
  Sports sponsorship experienced phenomenal growth in the 1980s. Marshall and Cook 
(1992) report that in 1980, in the UK, around £50 million was spent on ‘up-front’ 
sports sponsorships.  By the end of 1989 the ‘up-front’ sports sponsorships 
expenditure had increased to an estimated £200 million. 
  The Olympic Games are recognised as the greatest sporting event in the world in 
terms of attracting the largest television audiences worldwide.  Giardina and Metz 
(2001) report that the 1996 Atlanta Olympics attracted a cumulative viewing 
audience of approximately 19.6 billion people spanning 214 countries.  This was an 
increase of some 17 billion cumulative viewers worldwide over the 1984 games in 
Los Angeles. 
  Correspondingly, over the same period of time, sponsorship fees escalated. 
Individual sponsorship rights for the Olympic Games grew from a minimum of US$4 
million for the 1984 Los Angeles Olympics to a minimum of US$40 million for the 
1996 Atlanta Olympics and the 2000 Sydney Olympics (Tripodi 1999).  By 2003 
sports sponsorship amounted to 69% of all sponsorship expenditure in North 
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America; an estimated investment of US$7.08 billion.  Total expenditure on all types 
of sponsorship in North America in 2003 was estimated at US$10.2 billion (IEG 
2003).  Other major sponsorship property types, according to IEG (International 
Event Group), included Entertainment tours and attractions (8%), Causes (9%), 
Festivals, fairs, annual events (8%), and Arts (6%).  (Please refer to Appendix A) 
  Worldwide sponsorship expenditure in 2003 was estimated at US$25.9 billion with 
North American (40%) and European (28%) companies outlaying the bulk of the 
sponsorship dollars, while Pacific Rim (18%), and Central/South American (10%) 
companies made up most of the balance  (IEG 2003).  
  Sports sponsorship can involve sponsoring an event, a team, a competition or an 
individual.  Sports sponsorship includes the sponsorship of sports facilities, stadiums, 
arenas, youth training courses and training facilities, sports clinics and award 
ceremonies.  In one of the largest single sponsorship investments to date Coca Cola 
spent US$55 million to become the major sponsor of the 2000 Olympic Games.  It is 
estimated that the company spent an additional US$500 million in a related 
integrated marketing communications campaign to promote the fact that they were an 
official sponsor (Shank 2002). 
  2.1.5.2 Corporate Objectives in Sports Sponsorship 
  Corporates sponsor sports properties for a range of reasons.  Abratt, Clayton and Pitt 
(1987) observe that because sport appeals to all classes of people it has mass 
audience appeal and is therefore of particular interest to companies marketing 
consumer goods.  Abratt et al (1987) found that the most important reason for an 
organisation to be involved in sports sponsorship was to promote and improve their 
corporate image.  The potential television and other media coverage offered by the 
sports property was also rated as very important because it facilitated the projection 
of a favourable corporate image. 
  Marshall and Cook (1992) and other studies confirm this view, stating that the 
overriding reason for corporates becoming involved in sponsorship is to gain media 
coverage and awareness for the sponsor’s company, product or brand and to enhance 
company, product or brand image.  (Gilbert 1988; Javalgi, Traylor, Gross and 
Lampman 1994; Gwinner 1997; Miyazaki and Morgan 2001) 
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  2.1.5.3 The Evaluation of Sports Sponsorships 
  The effectiveness of sports sponsorship can be measured by looking at sales (Jeannet 
and Hennessey 1988) and/or communication effects, depending on the sponsor’s 
corporate objectives.  Sponsors are increasingly taking a market-driven, strategic-
management bottom-line approach to their investment, looking for tangible returns. 
(Mescon and Tilson 1987; Marshall and Cook 1992). 
  Abratt and Grobler (1989), citing Mihalik (1984), identify the following techniques 
for evaluating sports sponsorship effectiveness as a marketing tool: 
  • Participating frequency counts per dollar spent. 
  • Dollar equivalent of free advertising. 
  • Pre and post surveys of attitudes towards the sponsor. 
  • Time-trend analyses of product awareness and image enhancements. 
  Increased brand awareness and enhanced brand and/or corporate image are 
consumer-based outcomes that a sponsor can measure. (Roy and Cornwell 2003).  
One of the primary objectives of sponsorship is to contribute to brand equity.  That 
is, the effect that sponsorship has on consumers’ brand knowledge structures (Keller 
1998).  Tracking surveys can explore the extent to which a sponsorship affects brand 
awareness, brand attitudes and even sales.  According to Keller (1998) sports 
sponsorships serve as brand-building tools because they are effective in leveraging 
secondary brand associations.  These are the associations that link a brand with some 
other entity; a celebrity, a team, an event.  This ‘image transfer’ from the sponsored 
property to the sponsor was first suggested by Gwinner (1997).  As a consequence, 
consumers generate positive perceptions and emotions toward the sponsoring brand 
and this translates into improved imagery or reputation for the brand in their minds. 
This is often termed ‘goodwill’ (Meanaghan 2001a). 
  Does sports sponsorship affect consumer purchase intentions?  Research results to 
date have been inconsistent.  A review of the literature reveals conflicting evidence. 
As already noted there are a number of studies that confirm that consumers’ purchase 
intentions can be positively influenced by sports sponsorship activity.  (Rajaretnam 
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1994; Sparks 1999; Madrigal 2000; Myazaki and Morgan 2001; Mason 2005) but 
there are other studies that suggest that consumer purchase intentions are only 
marginally effected, if at all, by sports sponsorship (Lee et al 1997; Pope 1998; 
Nicholls, Roslow and Dublish 1999; Hansen and Halling 1999).  Moreover, Hoek et 
al (1997) found that neither sponsorship nor advertising stimuli showed any evidence 
of having persuaded users or non-users of the sponsoring brand to purchase their 
brand.  This finding was confirmed in a second study by Hoek (1999b). 
  2.1.5.4 Ambush Marketing 
  The phenomenal growth in event sponsorship in recent years has seen the parallel 
growth of another sports sponsorship practice, coined ambush marketing.  
Essentially, ambush marketing involves a company seeking to associate with an 
event without payment to the event owner (Meenaghan 1998).  Often these 
‘pretender’ sponsors are competitors of the legitimate and paying sponsors.  Thus 
ambush marketing is deemed to have a devaluating effect on the benefits that the 
legitimate sponsors might expect from their sponsorship.  Successful ambush 
marketing allows the ambushing company to achieve awareness and image benefits 
without paying the costs of legitimate sponsorship.  Ambush marketing has been 
defined by Sandler and Shani (1989) as: 
“A planned effort (campaign) by an organization to associate themselves indirectly 
with an event in order to gain at least some of the recognition and benefits that are 
associated with being an official sponsor” (p 11). 
  Ambush marketing began with the 1984 Olympic Games.  Nike ambushed 
Converse’s sponsorship of the 1984 Los Angeles games and in 1996 they ambushed 
Reebok’s sponsorship of the Atlanta Olympics.  Kodak ambushed Fuji in 1984.  By 
1988 for each official Olympic sponsor there was at least one ambush marketer 
(Sandler and Shani 1989).   
  Ambushing companies use a variety of methods of associating with the targeted 
event.  For example: 
  • The sale of unauthorised or pirated goods or services coinciding with the event. 
  • The sale of goods or services using marks or dates that are suggestive of a 
connection with the event. 
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  • The placement of billboards displaying the ambush marketer’s name near the 
venue(s) of the event. 
  • Giving away free tickets to the event as prizes in an advertising campaign in such 
a way as to suggest sponsorship. 
  • Aerial advertising over the venue before or during the event. 
  • Sponsorship of individual participants or teams in the competition and the 
purchase of media surrounding the event to promote the ambusher’s sponsorship 
of these individuals or teams. 
  • Giving away free merchandise bearing the advertisers logo to be displayed at the 
event and recorded by television coverage of the event. 
  • Broadcast advertising coinciding event schedules with broadcast schedules. 
(Meenaghan 1994) 
  Ambush marketing has become a major issue for the sponsorship industry.  If 
ambush marketing can achieve the benefits of sponsorship without paying the cost of 
entry to the event it will undermine the integrity of the event for official sponsors. 
Lower returns on substantial investments could deter genuine sponsors from 
investing in these events and even put the events themselves at risk. 
  Hence major event owners such as the IOC, FIFA, ICC and the IRB have taken steps 
to minimise the possibility of ambush marketing at their events.  Even governments 
have become involved.  Countries such as Australia, the United Kingdom, South 
Africa and the West Indies have all passed legislation to protect the interests of 
sponsors of events such as the Olympics, the FIFA World Cup and the Cricket World 
Cup.  New Zealand is preparing to introduce legislation in regard to the 2011 Rugby 
World Cup.  Such legislation includes provisions for the control of venues; the 
control of certain aspects of security and the protection of intellectual property. For 
example: 
  • Controls on street trading. 
  • Controls on sale of tickets. 
 26
  • Controls of airspace and aerial advertising. 
  • Prohibition of advertising on buildings or structures. 
  Despite legal restrictions and increasingly tight controls determined ambushers 
employ teams of lawyers themselves to determine how far they can legally go, to 
connect themselves with the target event, without paying the sponsorship fee and 
without breaking any laws (Meenaghan 1994; Farrelly, Quester and Greyser 2005). 
  2.1.5.5 RWC 2003 as a Sports Sponsorship Property 
  The Australian Rugby Union (ARU) hosted RWC 2003 in conjunction with the 
International Rugby Board (IRB).  Organisations involved in RWC 2003 included 
commercial partners, sponsors, broadcasters, hospitality agents, national and state 
governments, and stakeholders in the travel and tourism industry. 
  The RWC has taken place every four years since 1987.  It has grown to become the 
third largest sporting event in the world, behind the summer Olympics Games and 
the Soccer World Cup, in terms of size of cumulative television audience and total 
attendances.  The table below compares a number of global sporting events including 
estimates of the RWC 2003: 
 Table 2.1 Comparisons of Global Sporting Events 
 
Source: URS Report 2004, p 2-4 
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  From 1987 to 1999 the RWC grew dramatically in terms of match attendance, world 
television audience, commercial income and the net surpluses of each tournament 
returned to the IRB Development Trust. Please refer to table 2.2 below 
 Table 2.2 RWC Tournaments 1987-1999 
 
 
 
 
Source: URS Report 2004, p 2-1 
  The RWC 2003 generated an estimated £81.8 million gross commercial income for 
the IRB. The largest revenue component was broadcast rights totalling £44 million in 
broadcast fees, followed by £19 million in sponsorship fees and £15.8 million in 
other commercial revenues (URS Report 2004). 
  The major sponsors or commercial partners are listed in the following table: 
 Table 2.3 Commercial Partners/ Sponsors of RWC 2003 
 
Source: URS Report 2004, p 2-9 
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  In addition to sponsorships an estimated 30 licensees were involved worldwide and 
official supplies to RWC 2003 included Gilbert, Reebok, Jacobs Creek, Super Odds, 
Allens, Arthur Robinson, Unisys, Sony and Rugby logistics.com (URS Report 2004). 
  The ARU advised that over 1.8 million tickets were sold, valued at nearly A$200 
million. This revenue was split 20/80 percent between the IRB and the ARU 
respectively (URS Report 2004). 
  2.1.5.6 Conclusion 
  Sports sponsorship is the context for this research.  It is the major beneficiary of 
sponsorship investment.  It has experienced phenomenal growth since 1984.  The 
current cost of entry, and leveraging of sponsorship in the Olympics can be measured 
in the hundreds of millions of dollars.  Protecting such investments has become a 
high priority for event owners in the face of increasingly sophisticated ambush 
marketing strategies by sponsors’ competitors. 
  The reasons for sponsoring sports properties have not changed since the 1980s: to 
gain awareness for the sponsor’s brand and an enhancement of the sponsor’s brand 
image by association with the sponsored property. This process has been described as 
image transfer (Gwinner 1997) and the result is a build up of goodwill towards the 
sponsor by fans and other consumers. 
  The question of whether sports sponsorship can generate brand purchase intentions 
by consumers towards the sponsor’s product has some anecdotal support (Jeannet 
and Hennessey 1988) but remains inconclusive in terms of relevant academic 
research.  It is the intention of this research to test the relationship between brand 
image and brand equity in a sports sponsored context and thus contribute to this 
ongoing debate. 
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2.2 BRAND IMAGE 
 2.2.1 Introduction 
  Biel (1993) observed that “ever since David Ogilvy focused attention on the 
concept of brand image in the 1950s, marketers have struggled to come to grips 
with the idea” (p 67).  Biel (1993) noted that there is little consensus regarding 
what the concept means, whether it can be measured, how it might be formed, and 
its ultimate value.  Nonetheless Biel (1993) offers the following definition of 
brand image:  “That cluster of attributes and associations that consumers connect 
to the brand name.” (p 71) 
 
  Bullmore (1984) had earlier defined the concept in similar terms, arguing that a 
brand’s image is what consumers think and feel about it.  Keller (2003) suggests 
that, “A positive brand image is created by marketing programs that link strong, 
favourable, and unique associations to the brand in memory” (p 70).  White 
(2003a), agreeing with Biel (1993), confirmed that language used about brands is 
often imprecise and used differently by different people.  White (2003a) defines 
brand image as “the complete mental picture of a brand held by those consumers 
who are more or less aware of it” (p 13). 
 
  Therefore brand image according to White (2003a) is predicated on the concept of 
brand awareness.  ie.  By definition and logic we cannot have an image of a brand 
that we are unaware of. 
 
  In spite of the above definitions the concept of brand image continues to be hotly 
debated by theorists.  Concepts that are sometimes considered synonyms include 
brand identity, brand personality, brand awareness, brand salience, brand attitude, 
brand reputation and corporate image.  There are some scholars who even 
question whether the concept of brand image as a separate construct exists at all 
(Ehrenberg 1974; Rossiter and Percy 1987; Upshaw 1995). 
 
  There is also a continuing discussion relating to the components or elements that 
make up brand image and there is a long-running debate concerning the effects of 
brand image and the role the concept plays in building brand equity.  All of these 
discussions are grounded on presuppositions and assumptions as to how 
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advertising, sponsorship and marketing communications might work, and how 
they might be measured. 
 
  Brand image is one of two variables that this research intends to define and 
measure.  Its role as an antecedent to the brand equity construct will be 
investigated in the context of sports sponsorship. 
 
 2.2.2 The Nature of Brand Imagery 
  According to Feldwick (1996) the concept of brand image was first fully 
articulated by Gardner and Levy in their Harvard Business Review paper of 1955; 
“The product and the brand.”  Although it was endorsed by the British Account 
Planning movement (King and Bullmore 1974; King 1984; Cowley 1989) it was 
not fully embraced by practitioners or researchers until after David A. Aaker had 
published his highly acclaimed text, “Managing Brand Equity: Capitalising on the 
value of a brand name”, in 1991.  Aaker (1991) describes brand equity as having 
five components or assets.  Brand equity is a set of assets.  The management of 
brand equity involves creating and enhancing these assets.  (Please refer to Figure 
2.4).  They include: 
  • Brand Loyalty. 
  • Brand Name Awareness. 
  • Perceived Quality. 
  • Brand Associations. 
  • Other Brand Assets. 
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 Figure 2.4: Aaker’s (1991) Brand Equity Model 
    
Source: Aaker (1991), p 270 
   
  Aaker (1991) defines ‘brand associations’ as “anything mentally linked to the 
brand” (p 272).  These associations can be stronger or weaker depending on the 
number of experiences or exposures to a brand the consumer may have had.  
Aaker defines a brand image as “a set of associations, usually organised in some 
meaningful way” (p 110).  Associations and images represent subjective 
perceptions of reality and may or may not reflect objective reality.  They create 
value to a consumer by helping them to process or retrieve information about a 
brand, to differentiate and position a brand in their minds and by giving them a 
reason to buy the brand.  For the marketer these associations can create positive 
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attitudes and feelings towards the brand by consumers and provide a basis for 
brand extension. 
   
  By discussing brand image in the context of a brand equity model the concept 
gained a degree of respectability that had only recently been afforded to brand 
equity itself.  Feldwick (1996) suggests that it was not until 1988, when the 
Marketing Science Institute held a major seminar on the subject of brand equity, 
that brand equity became a worthy field for researchers to investigate.  (It was in 
the 1980’s that brands first began to change hands for large sums of money).  
Since then brand equity has become one of the major topics in business.   
 
  “Nothing in the marketing world has been so much the focus of attention in recent years as 
the significance and value of strong brands for their owners” (Franzen 1999a, p 98). 
 
  Batra, Lehmann and Singh (1993) report that the terms brand image and brand 
personality are often used interchangeably.  However, they argue:  
 
  “brand imagery is a more encompassing term, including within it not merely brand 
personality but also the attributes and benefits or consequences that the user associates with 
the brand” (p 83). 
 
  They report (citing Sirgy 1982; Belk 1988) that: 
 
  “consumers seek brands with personalities that are congruent with either their own or their 
sought-after (aspirational or ideal) personalities … Consumers use a brand’s personality to 
help define, both for themselves and for others, their sense of self” (p 85). 
 
  Batra et al (1993) suggest that “a brand’s personality is created, over time, by the 
entire marketing mix of the brand” (p 93).  That includes price, imagery 
associated with store locations, product features and benefits, packaging, symbols 
used, sales promotions and advertising.  Co-ordinated, distinctive, consistent 
marketing communications build strong brand personalities they suggest. 
 
  Perhaps Aaker’s best known protégé is Kevin Lane Keller.  In 1993 Keller 
published the first of two conceptual models (to date) regarding ‘Customer-Based 
Brand Equity’ (CBBE).  Keller defines CBBE as “The differential effect of brand 
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knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of the brand” (1993, p 1).  
(Please refer to Figure 2.5). 
 
  Figure 2.5: Keller’s (1993) CBBE Brand Knowledge Model 
Source: Keller (1998), p 94 
 
  Keller asserts that CBBE occurs “when the consumer is familiar with the brand 
and holds some favourable, strong, and unique brand associations in memory” 
(1993, p 1).  Keller (1993) suggests that Brand Knowledge has two defining 
components: brand awareness and brand image.  Acknowledging Rossiter and 
Percy (1987) Keller (1993) describes brand awareness as consisting of two 
components; brand recognition and brand recall.  Keller (1993) suggests 
(following Rossiter and Percy, and clearly establishing himself in the ‘hierarchy’ 
theoretical tradition) that brand awareness is a necessary (pre) condition for the 
creation of a brand image. 
 
   Keller (1993) observes that although brand image has long been acknowledged as 
an important concept in marketing there has been little agreement on an 
appropriate definition.  Keller defines brand image as “perceptions about a brand 
as reflected by the brand associations held in consumer memory” (1993, p 3).  
These brand associations provide meaning of the brand for consumers.  Their 
favourability, strength and uniqueness determine a consumer’s response to a 
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brand, that in turn determines a brand’s equity.  Keller (1993) also suggests that 
brand associations can be classified into three major categories: 
  • Attributes: product-related (performance and functional) and non-product-
related (price, packaging, brand personality and a consumer’s own experiences 
with the brand). 
  • Benefits: what consumers believe the product or service can do for them. 
  • Brand Attitudes: consumers’ overall evaluations of a brand.  (Rossiter and 
Percy 1987). 
 
   According to Keller (1993), customer-based brand equity (CBBE) is the outcome, 
the result, or the effect of consumer response to the marketing of the brand.  A 
brand may have negative CBBE (if consumers have negative reactions to the 
marketing of the brand) or positive CBBE (favourable responses by consumers).  
Brand knowledge is central to this outcome.  Keller predicts: “Fundamentally, 
high levels of brand awareness and a positive brand image should increase the 
probability of brand choice” (1993, p 8). 
 
  Keller’s 1993 CBBE model is significant in the context of reviewing the 
development of brand image as a construct for a number of reasons.  Keller 
(1993) clearly differentiates as two separate concepts, brand awareness and brand 
image.  This had not been articulated by Ehrenberg (1974) when proposing his 
ATR theory.  Ehrenberg focuses on brand awareness only, an outcome, it is 
suggested, that may occur without advertising.  Rossiter and Percy (1987) had 
distinguished between brand awareness and brand attitude, but had not used the 
concept of brand image.  Keller (1993) builds on the Rossiter and Percy (1987) 
proposition that brand awareness is a universal communication objective and that 
brand awareness, whether it be brand recognition or brand recall, is a necessary 
precursor to brand attitude.  Rossiter and Percy suggest that “the fundamental 
advertising communication objectives are to maximise brand attitude given brand 
awareness” (Rossiter et al 1991, p 12). 
 
  The concept of brand image is not used by Rossiter and Percy; they assume it to 
be present in the concepts of brand awareness and brand attitude.  In their 
discussion of corporate image they write; “Corporations are sold just like brands.  
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Corporate image is therefore the equivalent of brand attitude” (Rossiter and Percy 
1987, p 411). 
 
  Clearly, Keller (1993) has a different understanding of the role of brand image in 
the communication process than Ehrenberg (1974, 1988) and Rossiter et al (1987, 
1991).  For Keller brand image is one of two defining components (along with 
brand awareness) in the creation of brand knowledge; the determining factor in 
the creation of customer-based brand equity (CBBE). 
 
  Keller’s 1993 CBBE model differs from Aaker’s 1991 Brand Equity model by 
expanding the role of brand image to become a major antecedent of brand equity.  
In Aaker’s 1991 model brand image is a subset of one of five drivers of brand 
equity (brand associations), and is therefore given less prominence in the creation 
of brand equity than Keller posits.  Aaker (1991) clearly identifies brand 
awareness and brand image as two separate constructs but gives greater weight to 
brand awareness as a driver of brand equity.  Brand attitude is not a concept used 
by Aaker but is encompassed by his brand associations category.  Aaker’s model 
has been criticised for lacking an underlying theory that relates the five 
components together (McWilliam 1993).  Feldwick (1996) gives qualified support 
to this assertion. 
 
  Giving some credence to McWilliam’s criticism is Aaker’s 1996 text “Building 
Strong Brands.”  In this text Aaker seeks to expand the concept of brand identity; 
a concept not discussed in his 1991 text.  Aaker (1996) writes: 
 
  “Brand associations are driven by the brand identity – what the organisation wants the 
brand to stand for in the customer’s mind.  A key to building strong brands, then, is to 
develop and implement a brand identity” (p 25). 
 
  Aaker (1996) suggests that brand identity can serve to provide direction, purpose 
and meaning for the brand.  
 
  “Brand identity is a unique set of brand associations that the brand strategist aspires to 
create or maintain.  These associations represent what the brand stands for and imply a 
promise to customers from the organisation members” (p 68). 
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  Aaker (1996) proposes twelve dimensions of brand identity.  The brand identity 
statement becomes the blue print for the brand; how the brand strategists want the 
brand to be perceived.  The brand image is how the brand is perceived by 
consumers.  According to Aaker (1996) brand image is passive and looks to the 
past; brand identity is active and looks to the future. 
 
  Aaker’s (1996) concept of brand identity differs from Upshaw (1995).  Upshaw 
(1995) prefers to use the term brand identity as an alternative to brand image 
because, it is suggested, the word ‘image’ implies a fleeting façade that does not 
represent reality.  Upshaw (1995) draws examples from the world of celebrities 
(eg. Madonna) to support the argument that the term ‘image’ “can suggest a 
shallow reflection of a brand rather than a brand’s more essential qualities” (p 19).  
Upshaw (1995) suggests that brand identity is a much more substantive term to 
use than brand image when seeking to justify marketing expenditure.  Upshaw 
(1995) defines brand identity as “how a brand is viewed by its current and 
potential users” (p 18).  
 
  In the writer’s view this is an unhelpful semantic contribution made by Upshaw 
and detracts from an otherwise helpful text on branding.  The writer considers 
Aaker’s (1996) definition of brand identity to be more useful and more 
appropriate (see also Aaker and Joachimsthaler 2000). 
 
  The concept of brand salience (Ehrenberg, Barnard and Scriven 1997; Miller and 
Berry 1998) (defined differently by different authors), has been offered as an 
alternative to brand image in discussions relating to advertising effectiveness. 
 
  Miller and Berry (1998) observe that: 
 
  “while the majority of American researchers over the past few decades have held strongly 
to the belief that advertising works by changing brand imagery, there is a minority opinion.  
This minority opinion holds that in established categories, advertising works primarily 
because it improves or maintains brand salience” (p 78). 
 
  Miller and Berry (1998) define brand salience as the order in which brands come 
to mind or top-of-mind awareness.  ie. Not what consumers think about brands but 
which ones they think about.  The implication of this view is that advertising’s 
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basic job is to register a brand name with the public.  Advertising, therefore, 
should be intrusive and/or entertaining with strong branding.  However, 
advertising is just one of many marketing communication tools able to get a brand 
name in front of the public and less costly tools may be a better way to maintain a 
brand’s presence.  Miller and Berry’s 1998 study of the rent-a-car category found 
that over 70% of the effect of advertising on market share was the generation of 
brand awareness.  Only a small percentage (30%) of the effect was building brand 
image.  They suggest that this could be because it is much harder to change brand 
image than brand awareness.  Nevertheless they conclude that their research 
findings support the brand salience theory of advertising effectiveness rather than 
the brand imagery theory. 
 
  Ehrenberg et al (1997) define brand salience differently to Miller and Berry 
(1998).  They define salience as being broader than any single measure of brand 
performance.  It is a correlation of all performance measures.  Brand A has more 
salience than Brand B because more people are aware of it; more people buy it 
(have it in their active brand repertoires); more people might buy it (have it in 
their consideration sets); more people are familiar with the brand; more people 
have positive attribute beliefs about the brand; more people regard it as value for 
money; more people intend to purchase or use it in the future.  Probably the single 
best conceptualisation of salience according to Ehrenberg et al (1997) is that it is 
in the consumer’s consideration set.  The aim of advertising then should be simply 
to publicise the brand well; utilising creative and effective ‘Here I am’ publicity.  
Ehrenberg et al (1997) reject the notion that advertising can change people’s 
attitudes or feelings in a significant or lasting manner.  At best, they suggest, it 
can ‘nudge’ choice behaviour, but primarily its role is the defensive reinforcement 
of a brand.  In spite of Ehrenberg et al’s (1997) protestations to the contrary Miller 
and Berry (1998) conclude that their (Ehrenberg et al) concept of brand salience 
does have an attitudinal or image component.  The writer agrees with Miller and 
Berry.  It is the writer’s view that Ehrenberg et al’s predisposition toward an 
operant conditioning model of consumer behaviour, with a focus on reinforcement 
of consumers’ habitual brand–choice propensities, tends to cloud their view in 
regard to the potential persuasive power of image and attitudes in a consumer’s 
purchase behaviour.  This research intends to test that view. 
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 2.2.3 Brand Attitude 
  Classical theories concerning how advertising works assume a sequential 
processing of information that requires an attitude shift, prior to purchasing.  
Many variants of this theory have been proposed over the years from the AIDA 
model (Strong 1925) to Rossiter, Percy and Donovan (1991).  This section briefly 
reviews some of these models and examines them chronologically in order to 
determine how the knowledge of “advertising effects” has developed overtime. 
 
  The original persuasion models were developed mainly in the 1960s.  Since then 
they have grown in complexity, with an increasing number of influences 
identified and endeavoured to be integrated into single models. 
 
  Barry and Howard (1990) conducted a comprehensive review of advertising 
literature and found that the notion that consumers progressed through a number 
of stages towards a sale was present in the early 1900s.  This hierarchy of effects 
proposition is the theoretical basis for understanding and explaining most media 
advertising today. 
 
  The AIDA model is attributed to Strong (1925) who employed the acronym 
(Attention, Interest, Desire, Action) to explain a series of steps that a salesman 
must take a customer through in the personal selling process.  It was not until 
1961, when two academic treatises were published, that the model received 
widespread dissemination in regard to advertising (Barry and Howard, 1990). 
 
  Colley published his book “Defining Advertising Goods for Measured Advertising 
Results” (DAGMAR) in 1961.  Colley (1961) suggested that the purpose of 
advertising was to create communication effects.  These communication effects 
should be the goals against which advertising performance should be measured – 
rather than sales.  Colley proposed that there should be four communication tasks, 
based on a hierarchical model of the communication process.  The four stages, in 
ascending order were: 
   Awareness → Comprehension → Conviction → Action. 
  
  Advertising should first make consumers aware of the existence of a product or 
brand, then communicate information regarding features and benefits; next create 
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a positive feeling towards the brand, and finally encourage the consumer to 
purchase the product.  The model assumes that advertising can persuade a buyer 
to move through these stages. 
 
  Lavidge and Steiner (1961) proposed a similar model.  They suggested that 
“Advertising may be thought of as a force, which must move people up a series of 
steps” (p 59).  There are seven mental steps in this process: 
   
   Unawareness → Awareness → Knowledge → Liking → Preference → 
 Conviction → Purchase. 
 
   The steps may not be equidistant and consumers may leap from awareness to 
purchase in one step.  Lavidge and Steiner (1961) suggest that the length of the 
journey time might vary depending on the level of psychological and/or economic 
involvement in the purchase of a particular product.  Consequently, an impulse 
purchase could involve no previous awareness, knowledge, liking, preference or 
conviction in regards to the product.  Advertising research can determine which of 
these steps is most important, depending on the marketer’s objectives.  Lavidge 
and Steiner (1961) proposed that the steps indicated three major functions of 
advertising: the cognitive or thinking component (awareness and knowledge), the 
affective or feeling component (attitudes and preferences) and the conative or 
doing component (conviction and purchase).  Lavidge and Steiner (1961) were 
amongst the earliest theorists to acknowledge the role of involvement in the 
decision making process. 
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  Figure 2.6: Lavidge and Steiner Hierarchy of Effects Model 
 
Source: Lavidge and Steiner 1961,p 61 
   
  Since 1961 most of the debate by researchers relating to the hierarchy models has 
not been regarding the importance of the three stages of the hierarchy (Cognition 
– Affect – Conation) but rather their order of sequence.  For example: 
 
THINK → FEEL → DO 
or 
FEEL → DO → THINK 
     (Barry and Howard 1990) 
 
   However, it became increasingly evident that these hierarchy of effects models 
were too simplistic in approach and that future models needed to identify and 
incorporate other influences in the purchasing process. 
 
  Vaughn (1980) added the concept of involvement to a thinking/feeling matrix.  
The FCB grid was created by staff at the Foote, Cone and Belding advertising 
agency to assist in advertising planning.  The model uses two continuum scales: 
 41
high and low involvement, and thinking and feeling.  The resulting matrix has 
four quadrants representing four goals for advertising strategy with different 
hierarchy variations.  For the high involvement, thinking product, for example, the 
basic strategy model is LEARN → FEEL → DO where the cognitive factors 
predominate and therefore the advertising objectives should be to provide specific 
information and/or demonstration of the product in use. 
 
  Figure 2.7: The FCB Grid 
 
Source: Vaughn (1980), p 31 
   
   By acknowledging that the level of involvement and level of emotion existing in 
the decision-making process can affect the stages a person goes through and the 
appropriateness of various advertising strategies the grid has been accepted as a 
useful planning tool by practitioners. 
 
  Petty and Cacioppo (1980) devised their Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) to 
explain how advertising persuades by influencing attitudes.  They suggested that 
involvement had an impact on the amount of cognitive processing being 
undertaken.  The ELM states that changes in attitude depend on the amount and 
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nature of elaboration, or processing, of relevant information that occurs as a result 
of receiving a persuasive message.  If the product is of personal relevance at the 
point of receiving the advertising message then high involvement or elaboration 
takes place.  If there is little effort to analyse or evaluate the arguments contained 
in the advertising message low elaboration occurs.  The person is therefore not 
influenced by the message but by peripheral cues which are easy to process such 
as celebrities, music, visual imagery etc.  The implications for marketing 
communications are important in that the ELM suggests that if the involvement 
level of the target is low then peripheral cues may be more important than a 
detailed, strong message argument.  In other words, levels of involvement are 
directly related to levels of cognitive processing. 
 
  The FCB grid was developed further by Rossiter et al (1991) who identified a 
number of limitations in the FCB grid.  First, they argue, the FCB grid 
concentrates on brand attitude and does not acknowledge brand awareness as a 
necessary and pre-requisite communication objective prior to brand attitude.  
They therefore incorporate brand awareness as a first stage in their grid, splitting 
it into two types:  Brand Recognition and Brand Recall.  They suggest: 
 
  “The fundamental advertising communication objectives are to maximise brand attitude 
given brand awareness (that is, to maximise brand attitude conditional on the prior 
establishment of brand awareness)” (Rossiter et al 1991, p 12). 
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 Figure 2.8: The Rossiter-Percy Grid 
 
  Source: Rossiter, Percy and Donovan (1991), p 13 
 
  The second limitation of the FCB grid identified by Rossiter et al (1991) are the 
involvement scales used in the FCB grid.  They suggest that a simplified scale is 
required and define involvement purely in terms of perceived risk.  They argue 
that consumers see a purchase at a particular point in time as either a high or a low 
risk decision.  Their grid utilises this dichotomous approach. 
 
  Thirdly, they argue that the FCB grid fails to distinguish product category choice 
from brand choices.  They suggest that product category purchase motives are 
often different from brand-choice motives.  The FCB grid’s think-feel dimension 
does not allow for these motivations.  They therefore propose that the grid should 
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consist of an informational and transformational dimension.  Informational 
motivations are negatively originated motives for purchase (eg. problem solution) 
while transformational motives are derived from positive motivations (eg. sensory 
gratification). 
 
  The brand attitude section of the grid is divided into four quadrants representing 
four different types of decision making processes.  The grid also indicates that the 
level of involvement of the target audience may change from highly involved, if 
they are new category users, to less involved as they become more familiar with 
the brand.  The characteristics of both the product and the target audience 
therefore have an influence on the appropriate advertising strategy. 
 
  The significance of Rossiter et al’s (1991) paper is the transition it provides from 
previous models that focused primarily on advertising theory to a model that 
focuses on brand theory.  Although this may seem a subtle distinction, it reflects 
the change in direction of marketing communications theory from the 1990s to the 
present day; a change signalled by Aaker (1991) and confirmed by the vast 
amount of brand related literature since Aaker. 
 
  However, a cautionary note has been sounded by de Mooij (2005) who observes 
that because many of the theories of marketing and consumer behaviour have 
originated in the United States they reflect American values, thinking patterns and 
concepts.   These concepts may not translate into other cultures, and may not be 
universally true de Mooij suggests.  For example: 
 
  “metaphors such as brand identity and brand personality are used and exported to countries 
in which words like identity or personality do not even exist in the local language.  Asking 
people about brand personality in Asia will result in irrelevant answers” (p 6). 
 
  de Mooij (2005) claims that the assumption that the way marketing 
communication works may be related to culture is rarely considered by 
researchers.  However this contention that concepts such as identity and 
personality have no proper equivalents and are therefore untranslatable in (for 
example) the Japanese language (the concept of personality being separate from 
the social context is alien to the Japanese mind) needs to be tested.  The writer 
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agrees that the issue of conceptual equivalence across cultures is an important area 
of study.  It is, however, outside the scope of this thesis. 
 
 2.2.4 Converting Brand Image Into Brand Equity 
  The evolution of brand image into a separate stand-alone construct owes much to the 
writing of Keller (1993) and perhaps even more to Biel (1991, 1992, 1993).  Prior to 
Biel and Keller brand image had been theorised as part of a number of brand 
associations contributing to either brand awareness or salience (Ehrenberg 1974) or 
brand attitude (Strong 1925; Colley 1961; Lavidge and Steiner 1961; Vaughn 1980; 
Petty and Cacioppo 1980; Rossiter et al 1991).  For Keller (1993) brand image is one 
of the two defining components of Brand Knowledge (along with brand awareness) 
and therefore customer-based brand equity (CBBE).  Biel (1992) is more forthright 
and suggests that “the equity of a brand is driven by brand image” (p RC-7).  
Schematically, the relationship between brand image and brand equity, according to 
Biel (1992), is represented in Figure 2.9 below. 
 Figure 2.9: Brand Image/Brand Equity Relationship 
 
Source: Biel (1992), p RC-7 
  Brand equity will be looked at in more detail in the next section, but Biel’s (1991, 
1992) definition of the concept is similar to both Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993): 
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   “Brand equity can be thought of as the additional cashflow achieved by associating 
a brand with the underlying product or service … the premium a consumer would 
pay for a branded product or service compared to an identical unbranded version of 
the same product/service” (Biel 1992, p RC-7). 
  Biel (1992) posits three components of image (or contributing sub-images): the 
image of the provider of the product/service (corporate image); the image of the user; 
and the image of the product/service itself.  The relative contributions of each 
component vary according to product category and brand.  Biel (1992) asserts that 
not only do consumers describe users of brands in personality terms but also the 
brand itself.  According to Biel (1992) brands can evoke feelings (positive and 
negative), interact with consumers, and form relationships with consumers.  As well, 
using well-chosen ‘visual metaphors’ desirable values can be associated with a 
brand. 
  Biel (1991) distinguishes between ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ attributes of brands.  ‘Hard’ 
associations can be specific perceptions of tangible/functional attributes (eg. speed, 
price, flights per day) while ‘soft’ associations are more emotional attributes (eg. 
excitement, trustworthiness, fun, dullness, masculinity, innovation).  While 
functional differences between brands today are often marginal (in terms of product 
parity) the softer characteristics of a brand’s image, such as brand personality, are 
often far more differentiated, more enduring, and more meaningful to consumers. 
  Biel (1991) suggests that in addition to direct and indirect personal experience with a 
brand, advertising plays an obvious and important role in creating consumer 
perceptions of a brand’s image.  In fact, Biel (1991) suggests, all forms of marketing 
communication can contribute to a brand’s image: packaging, corporate identity, 
public relations, sales promotion, direct response, and - particularly in service-
oriented businesses - a firm’s employees. 
  Biel (1992) suggested that the two key issues in branding research, from a 
practitioner’s point of view were: 
  • How to quantity brand equity. 
  • How to identify the elements of brand image likely to impact changes in 
consumer behaviour and in turn lead to changes in brand equity. 
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  Beil (1992; 1993) acknowledges the role of econometric modelling in addressing the 
first issue, and reports on the work of Morgan (1990), who used a research model 
known as ‘Pilot/Locator’ to address the second issue.  “Pilot/locator is a micromodel 
of an individual’s brand image that relates that image to the person’s preference 
structure” (Biel 1993, p 78).  The model can predict the effects of shifts in brand 
image on brand preference.  Through a series of simulations it can determine which 
image variables (eg. more ‘family-oriented’; more ‘dependable’; more ‘traditional’; 
more ‘gentle’; more ‘feminine’) if improved, would be more likely to lead to an 
increase in overall brand choice. 
  Biel (1997) asserts that understanding the ‘personification of brands’ by consumers 
(that consumers characterise the personality of brands  as if those brands were 
people) is vitally important to the development of a strong brand identity.  Aaker’s 
development of a brand personality scale (Aaker 1997) for the quantitative 
measurement of brand personality is helpful in this regard, Biel (1997) suggests.  
Biel (1997) concludes that investing in the ‘softer’ side of branding; the emotional, 
personal, relational aspects of branding; are where the lasting economic advantages 
for marketers are likely to be found. 
  Faircloth et al (2001) empirically tested a conceptual model adapted from the work 
of Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) considering the effect of brand attitude and brand 
image on brand equity.  Faircloth et al (2001) found that brand image directly 
influenced brand equity while brand attitude indirectly influenced brand equity 
through the brand image construct.  They concluded that the outcome was consistent 
with Keller’s (1993) theory which conceptualised brand attitude as part of brand 
image.  
  
 48
 Figure 2.10: Brand Equity Model 
 Source: Faircloth et al (2001), p 70 
  Faircloth et al (2001) report that their study:  
  “demonstrated that brand image and brand attitude, direct and indirect antecedents to brand 
equity are subject to a marketer’s manipulation through the marketing mix” (p 70). 
  Their brand image - brand equity model is presented in Figure 2.10. 
  Faircloth et al’s (2001) research is important in that it provides further empirical 
support for the notion that investment in image-based marketing communications can 
enhance brand equity.  Their brand equity model (Figure 2.10) will be used as the 
conceptual framework for this research, in conjunction with Keller’s (2003) CBBE 
pyramid.  Faircloth et al’s (2001) research also confirms the assertions of Biel (1992) 
that brand image is the primary driver of brand equity.  Their conceptualisation of the 
brand image-brand equity relationship (Figure 2.10) is very similar to Biel’s (1992) 
model (Figure 2.9). 
 2.2.5 Conclusion 
  For the purpose of this research Biel’s (1993) definition of brand image is favoured: 
“That cluster of attributes and associations that consumers connect to the brand 
name” (p RC-8) 
  Brand image is the combined effect of brand associations; the consumer’s 
perceptions of a brand’s tangible and intangible associations; the consumer’s 
synthesis of all the signals emitted by a brand; the cumulative effects of a firm’s 
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marketing mix activities.  Brand image results from the consumer decoding, 
extracting and interpreting brand signals (Faircloth et al 2001). 
  The table below offers a conceptual framework that the writer believes sums up the 
literature discussed to date, and was prepared by the writer for this thesis: 
 Figure 2.11: Brand Theory Conceptual Framework 
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  Brand identity (Aaker 1996; Aaker and Joachimsthaler 2000) is the blue-print for all 
of a brand’s (integrated) marketing communications (Duncan and Caywood 1996; 
Belch and Belch 2004; Duncan 2005).  Successful marketing communications 
produce, in turn, brand awareness (Rossiter et al 1991) and a brand image (Biel 
1992; Keller 1993; Faircloth et al 2001) which is evaluated attitudinally by 
consumers (Lavidge and Steiner 1961; Vaughn 1980; Petty and Cacioppo 1980; 
Rossiter et al 2001) prior to purchase; creating positive or negative brand equity.  
(Aaker 1991; Biel 1992; Keller 1993; Faircloth et al 2001). 
 
  Given Ehrenberg’s (1974, 1988) claim that most marketing communication is 
defensive, reinforcing existing brand preferences, brand reinforcement is afforded a 
graphically enlarged box in the model.  Brand reinforcement refers to IMC that 
reinforces a consumer’s positive perception of a brand’s image and protects the 
equity in the brand. 
 
  Brand Equity will now be discussed. 
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2.3 BRAND EQUITY 
 2.3.1 Introduction 
  The second theoretical construct to be studied in this research is brand equity.  
Like the brand image construct there have been a range of definitions and 
conceptualisations of the brand equity concept.  This thesis assumes a consumer 
based definition, following Faircloth et al (2001), in which brand equity 
represents “the biased behaviour a consumer has for a branded product versus an 
unbranded equivalent” (p 61). 
 
  The term ‘equity’ has its origins in the fields of philosophy and law.  In ethics the 
concept relates to fairness; in law to principles of natural justice.  More recently it 
has been used in the financial industry to describe the value of a property in 
excess of debts to which it is liable.  The concept of brand equity only emerged in 
the 1980s (as discussed, above).  Advertising practitioners in the United States 
needed to convince client senior management of the long-term value of investing 
in brand advertising, and the need for financial measures of these investments.  
Thus the term ‘brand equity’ was coined: a brand’s long-term customer franchise 
and the financial value of that franchise (Barwise 1993). 
 
  Brodie, Glynn and Van Durme (2002) comment that it became apparent that there 
was a “lack of a clear and consistent conceptual framework for brand equity” (p 
6).  Although there had been considerable attention given to understanding the 
nature of brand loyalty “little attention had been given to the financial 
consequences of activities designed to increase brand loyalty” (p 6). 
 
  Brand loyalty itself is a complex and controversial subject with numerous 
definitions and operational measures (Stein 1996).  Aaker (1991) described the 
brand loyalty of the customer base as the core of a brand’s equity.  Brand loyalty, 
suggests Aaker (1991) “is a measure of the attachment that a customer has to a 
brand” (p 39).  Aaker observes that there are levels of loyalty; from consumers 
who have no brand loyalty to those who are committed customers and for whom 
the brand is very important; either functionally or as an expression of who they 
are.  As brand loyalty increases customers become less vulnerable to competitor’s 
activities.  Aaker (1991) argues that this level of brand loyalty directly translates 
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into future sales and profits and as such is a demonstrable indicator of brand 
equity. 
 
  White (2003b) posits two operationally alternative concepts of brand loyalty: 
  • Behavioural loyalty (a consumer buys the brand regularly). 
  • Attitudinal loyalty (a consumer has an emotional bond with the brand). 
   
  White (2003b) observes that attitudinal loyalty need not entail behavioural loyalty 
at all and behavioural loyalty may not lead to attitudinal loyalty.  However, brand 
loyalty remains important because there is ample evidence to suggest that it is 
cheaper to keep selling to an existing customer than to acquire new customers; 
and also that if 80% of a brand’s sales come from 20% of its buyers (the Pareto 
principle) then building strong relationships with these core customers is the most 
cost-effective way of building a brand (White 2003b). 
 
  There is some agreement amongst scholars (Feldwick 1996; Eagle and Kitchen 
2000; Brodie et al 2002; Keller and Lehmann 2005) that there are at least two 
distinct perspectives when studying brand equity: 
 
  • Customer-based brand equity.  When a consumer is familiar with a brand and 
holds some favourable, strong and unique brand associations in memory 
(Keller 1993).  A consumer’s attraction to – or repulsion from – a particular 
product from a particular company generated by the ‘nonobjective’ part of the 
product offering (Keller and Lehmann 2005). 
 
  • Financial-based brand equity.  The total value of a brand as a separable asset – 
when it is sold, or included on a balance sheet (Feldwick 1996).  In the absence 
of a market transaction it can be estimated (with great difficulty) from the cost 
needed to establish a brand with equivalent strength (Keller and Lehmann 
2005). 
 
  Fieldwick (1996) includes ‘brand description’ (brand image) in his discussion of 
brand equity; Brodie et al (2002) add ‘relational brand equity, co-branding, brand 
alliances and networks’ to their more general theory of ‘marketplace equity.’  
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Keller and Lehmann (2005) include ‘company-based brand equity’ in their review 
of the literature. 
 
  In this thesis the discussion will focus primarily on customer-based brand equity, 
leading to Keller’s 2003 CBBE model, a primary model for this research.  There 
will also be a brief discussion of attempts to measure the overall financial value of 
brands, but application of these principles to the adidas brand has not been 
attempted and has been deemed to be outside the scope of this research. 
 
 2.3.2 Customer-Based Brand Equity 
  Keller’s (1993) CBBE brand knowledge model (Figure 2.5) has been discussed in 
some detail in the previous section on brand image.  Suffice to say here that Keller 
(1993) hypothesised that consumer-based brand equity arises from the consumer’s 
biased behaviour towards brands based on brand awareness and perceptual beliefs 
about a brand’s attributes and benefits.  It also includes the consumer’s overall 
evaluation of or attitude toward the brand.  Favourable, strong and unique brand 
associations result in a positive brand image in the consumer’s brand knowledge 
memory, which in turn lead to a favourable disposition towards a brand. ie. 
consumer-based brand equity. 
 
  Keller and Lehmann (2005) report that customer-level brand equity models such 
as those proposed by Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993), and other hierarchy-of-
effects models throughout the years (after AIDA), have been researched at five 
levels: 
 
  • Awareness (ranging from recognition to recall). 
  • Association (encompassing tangible and intangible product or service 
considerations). 
  • Attitude (ranging from acceptability to attraction). 
  • Attachment (ranging from loyalty to addiction). 
  • Activity (including purchase and consumption frequency as well as 
involvement with the marketing program, other consumers, or the company). 
 
  In other words significant empirical research has been generated by reference to 
these models. 
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  A well known commercial version of customer-based brand equity theory is 
advertising agency Young and Rubicam’s Brand Asset Valuator (BAV).  
Considered the world’s largest database of consumer-derived information on 
brands (Keller 2003), research began in 1993 and has been carried out since in 40 
countries, interviewing over 300,000 consumers concerning their usage of and 
attitudes toward approximately 19,000 brands.  The research is based on a detailed 
consumer questionnaire which elicits responses across a set of 56 parameters.  
This allows for comparative measures of the equity value of brands across 
hundreds of different categories (Haigh 1997).  There are four key components, or 
measures, of a brand’s health: 
  
  • Differentiation – the degree to which consumers perceive a brand as being 
different or distinctive from other brands. 
  • Relevance – the overall breadth of a brand’s appeal and perceived relevance to 
consumers. 
  • Esteem – the degree to which a brand is regarded, respected and liked. 
  • Knowledge – a measure of how familiar and intimate consumers are with the 
brand.   
© 2004 Young and Rubicam Brands 
   
  Young and Rubicam believe that brands progress and develop sequentially along 
these four dimensions.  After identifying where a brand sits on each continuum 
strategies can be planned to enhance the brand’s development.   Scores for 
differentiation and relevance are combined to determine brand strength; a 
measure of a brand’s future value.  Scores for esteem and knowledge combine 
together to indicate brand stature, a measure of a brand’s past performance.  From 
these measures Young and Rubicam have developed a ‘Power Grid’; a matrix 
which charts brand strength against brand stature.  The grid can be used to 
identify new brands, niche brands, leader brands and declining brands. 
 
  Keller (2003) suggests that the main advantage of the BAV model is that it 
provides rich descriptions and profiles of numerous brands, thus providing:  
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  “a brand landscape in which marketers can see where their brands are located relative to 
other prominent brands, or with respect to different markets” (p 517). 
 
  The BAV is what Baker, Nancarrow and Tinson (2005) call “a share-of-mind” 
concept.  Researchers use various measures of brand strength to calculate 
knowledge about a brand.  If a brand is liked it may be included in a consumer’s 
brand-set and become a regular purchase.  If not, it may be rejected from future 
purchase considerations.  Baker et al (2005) suggest that a brand’s ‘share of mind’ 
should be compared with its ‘share of behaviour’ or market share.  This will 
provide a measure of brand equity.  The brand may possess an equity surplus, an 
equity deficit or parity.  Baker et al (2005) recommend that research be 
undertaken to identify key attributes of each brand and the key equity drivers 
relevant to those attributes.  This diagnosis may prescribe repositioning the brand, 
improving aspects of the marketing mix or brand extension.  Fundamental to the 
diagnosis is an examination of the brand’s image, what drives purchase, and 
consumers’ future intentions.  Baker et al’s relatively simplistic conceptualization 
of brand equity belies a relatively complex diagnostic process, but nonetheless has 
pragmatic appeal for practitioners. 
 
   In 2001 Keller and Davey published a revised CBBE model they called the 
“Customer-Based Brand Equity Pyramid” (Figure 2.12).  The model is discussed 
in greater detail in Keller’s 2003 text, Strategic Brand Management: Building, 
Measuring and Managing Brand Equity, (Second Edition) and is a primary model 
used in this research. 
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  Figure 2.12: Keller’s (2003) Customer-Based Brand Equity Pyramid 
    
 
Source: Keller 2003, p 99 
 
  The model follows a similar sequential logic to Keller’s 1993 model but updates 
core concepts to reflect the development of academic and industry thinking about 
branding that had occurred in the intervening years.  Keller and Davey (2001) 
affirm that the basic premise of their model, consistent with Keller’s earlier 1993 
model, is that the power of a brand is what resides in the minds of customers.  The 
model proposes a sequential series of steps necessary for the creation of this 
brand knowledge.  The challenge for marketers is to create positive brand 
knowledge in the minds of consumers.  That is, what customers learn, feel, see, 
hear and experience in their interaction with a brand need to create positive 
images, beliefs, perceptions, opinions and attitudes that become linked to the 
brand in the consumer’s memory.  
 
  Keller and Davey (2001) pose four fundamental questions that customers 
invariably ask about brands: 
  • Who are you? (Brand Identity). 
  • What are you?  (Brand Meaning). 
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  • What do I think or feel about you? (Brand Responses). 
  • What about you and me? (Brand Relationships). 
 
  They suggest that in order to build strong brand relationships marketers need to 
sequentially establish six ‘brand building blocks” with customers: 
   
  • Create brand salience; deep and broad brand awareness, with customers.  The 
brand is easily recognised and recalled; readily evoked under a variety of 
situations and circumstances.  The brand is ‘top of mind’ at the right time and 
place in possible usage situations. 
 
  • Give the brand meaning to customers; firstly in terms of functional, 
performance-related considerations.  The product or service must perform to 
the extent that it fully satisfies consumer needs and wants.  This is at the heart 
of brand equity and is a prerequisite for creating brand loyalty and resonance.  
Consumer experiences with the product or service need to meet or exceed their 
expectations. 
 
  • Give the brand meaning to customers; secondly in terms of brand imagery.  
This involves meeting customers’ more abstract psychological or social needs.  
Keller and Davey (2001) identify four categories of brand imagery that can 
each be profiled according to their strength, favourability and uniqueness. 
   - User profiles: A customer’s mental image of users or idealized users. 
   - Purchase and usage situations: Associations relating to when or where the 
brand is used. 
   - Brand personality and values. 
   - History and experiences that customers have had with the brand. 
 
  • Consumer responses to the brand can stem from the head or the heart.  Brand 
judgements stem from the head.  They include the consumer’s personal 
opinions about the brand regarding the brand’s quality, credibility, 
appropriateness and superiority over other brands. 
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  • Brand feelings stem from heart.  These include a customer’s emotional 
reactions to the brand.  How they feel about how the brand is marketed and 
how the brand makes them feel about themselves and their relationship with 
others.  These feelings may be mild, intense, positive or negative. 
 
  • The final step concerns focusing on the relationship and level of personal 
identification the customer has with the brand.  Keller and Davey (2001) call 
this brand resonance.  They define it as being “the depth of the psychological 
bond customers have with the brand as well as how much activity this loyalty 
engenders” (p 6). 
 
  Keller and Davey (2001) observe that the strongest brands excel in all six of the 
brand-building blocks.  They suggest that brand resonance reflects a completely 
harmonious relationship between customers and a brand.  With the strongest 
brands consumers can become so attached that they become, in effect, evangelists 
for the brand. 
 
  In Chapter 4, on ‘Methodology’, the writer will discuss how these building 
blocks, proposed by Keller and Davey (2001) and Keller (2003), were 
operationalized relative to the brand image and brand equity constructs under 
investigation. 
 
 2.3.3 Financial-Based Brand Equity 
   Pappu et al (2005) suggest that advantages brand equity brings to a firm include: 
  • High levels of brand equity lead to higher levels of consumer preferences and 
purchase intentions. 
  • Firms with high brand equity have high stock returns. 
  • High brand equity suggests that a brand is highly differentiated from its 
competitors (a key competitive positioning strategy according to Porter 1990). 
 
  The value of a brand as an asset on a balance sheet became a matter of contention 
and debate as a result of a number of corporate take-over-battles and brand 
acquisitions in the 1980s (Murphy 1990).  For example, Nestlés battle with 
Jacob’s Suchard for control of Rowntree saw Nestlé pay some 8 times the value of 
the tangible net assets of Rowntree.  This made investors and analysts aware of 
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the fact that companies with strong brands owned assets that were relatively 
unrecognised.  As a consequence, a number of major companies decided to 
include brand values in their balance sheets - and controversy has raged ever 
since. 
 
  Murphy (1990) suggests that the debate is not about brands per se, but the role of 
accounting and what accountants decide about the balance sheet.  While this 
debate has continued brand valuation has been quietly applied in a number 
different areas: 
 
  • In mergers and acquisitions. 
  • In brand licensing. 
  • In fund raising (brands used as collateral on loans). 
  • For brand management purposes. 
  
  However, there has also been debate concerning the possible ways to value 
brands.  In 1988 Interbrand conducted the first ‘whole portfolio’ valuation of the 
UK food group, Rank Hovis McDougall.  This included not only brands that had 
been acquired but also brands that had been created by the company itself 
(Blackett 1996).  The methodology used by RHM and Interbrand to value a brand 
was to apply an earning multiple to the brand’s profitability.  RHM used a three-
year weighted average post tax profit figure to compute brand profitability.  The 
earning multiple was derived from an in-depth assessment of ‘brand strength’.  
Brand strength is a composite of seven weighted factors (Murphy 1990; Morgan 
1993; Eagle and Kitchen 2000) as seen indicated in Table 2.4. 
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  Table 2.4: Interbrand Model of Key Determinants of Brand Strength 
Attribute Maximum Score 
1. Market Leadership 25 
2 Stability 15 
3. Market Type 10 
4. Internationality 25 
5. Trend 10 
6. Support 10 
7. Protection 5 
   
Source: Adapted from Eagle and Kitchen 2000, p 95 
   
  Haigh (1997) acknowledged that there is no simple measure of brand equity and 
major companies are using a whole range of econometric models and measures of 
brand performance that can be tracked over time.  Eagle and Kitchen (2000) 
observe, citing Haigh (1997), that it is critical to disclose what assumptions 
underlie such brand valuations, in order to assess the margin of error.  They also 
note that: 
 
  “the complex and interrelated issues of relationships between individual brands and 
corporate brands and how marketing communications impacts on either is not robustly 
tackled” (p 95). 
 
  Eagle and Kitchen (2000) suggest that more suitable measurement devices are 
required.  Saunders (1990) is more cynical and concludes: 
 
  “At one level the valuation of brands could be seen as a harmless activity which, since it 
adds one more piece of fiction to already fictitious balance sheets, is of little consequence 
to anyone” (p 110). 
 
  Haigh (2003) is quite positive.  Brand valuations based on creation cost estimates 
or re-creation cost estimates are still just estimates Haigh (2003) observes.  
“Brands are valuable because they are unique.  By their very nature they are not 
comparable or replicable” (p 25).  There are few comparable market-transactions 
and the assumption that brands are identical is never the case.  Haigh (2003) 
suggests that the ‘economic use’ model of brand valuation is now the primary 
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approach.  This model considers the return the owner actually achieves by owning 
the brand - now and in the future.  The process identifies market demand, and the 
competitive framework in which a brand operates.  The economic value the brand 
adds to the business is estimated and forecast along with the security of future 
brand earnings. 
 
  The fair valuation of brands is an important issue in today’s business environment 
and the complexities of brand valuation cannot be ignored.  The cost of building a 
new brand can run to hundreds of millions of dollars so buying an existing brand 
can sometimes make sound economic sense.  In either regard the valuation of 
brand equity is now an essential part of establishing accountability for 
investments in brand building.   
 
  Faircloth et al (2001) suggest that: 
 
  “Although brand equity has been proposed as a financial instrument for capturing and 
measuring the value of brands, perhaps its most important contribution is as a metric for 
discovering the differential consumer behaviour effect of the firm’s marketing mix 
activities” (p 61). 
 
 2.3.4 Brand Metrics 
  One of the shortcomings in the brand equity literature identified by Faircloth et al 
(2001) is the variety of theoretical and empirical bases for operationalising the 
construct.  They cite a study by Yoo, Donthu and Lee (2000) who reported a 
positive effect of brand associations (brand image) and brand awareness on brand 
equity but observe that Yoo et al’s (2000) “measurements are broader overall 
image and awareness indicators and not the individual brand associations 
experimentally manipulated here” (p 63). 
 
  Yoo et al (2000) made a similar observation themselves, after stating their 
intention to develop a multidimensional measure of consumer-based brand equity 
based on Aaker’s (1991, 1996) multidimensional concept.  They investigated the 
relational link between marketing mix activities and brand equity through the 
mediating role of three brand equity dimensions; perceived quality, brand loyalty 
and brand awareness/associations.  In their conclusion they report that the “the 
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variables of this study are too broad to provided tips for detailed marketing 
practices” (p 207). 
 
  Subsequently Yoo and Donthu (2001) were the first to develop a 
multidimensional scale for consumer-based brand equity and test its psychometric 
properties.  This scale was later validated by Washburn and Plank (2002).  It was 
based on a three-dimensional model of brand equity, following their 2000 
research.  Their 10 item scale comprised three brand loyalty items, two perceived 
quality items and five brand awareness/associations items. 
 
  Pappu, Quester and Cooksey (2005) suggest a number of shortcomings in the Yoo 
and Donthu (2001) scale: 
  • Yoo and Donthu observed only three dimensions for consumer-based brand 
equity. 
  • There is a need to refine the dimensionality of consumer-based brand equity, 
ie. The distinction between the dimensions of brand awareness and brand 
associations (Washburn and Plank 2002). 
  • The items in Yoo and Donthu’s (2001) scale do not include brand personality 
measures.  (A future research direction advocated by Yoo and Donthu 2001). 
  • The research of Yoo and Donthu (2001) and also Washburn and Plank (2002) 
were based on student-only samples.  There was a need to include non-students 
in future research to validate the Yoo and Donthu (2001) scale. 
 
  Pappu et al (2005) endeavoured to address these issues in their research.  They 
examined four dimensions of consumer-based brand equity:  
  • Brand awareness. 
  • Brand associations (brand personality). 
  • Perceived quality. 
  • Brand loyalty. 
   
  Their results confirmed the contention that consumer-based brand equity was a 
four-dimensional construct.  (Aaker 1991; Keller 1993).  The inclusion of brand 
personality measures into the consumer-based brand equity scales had enriched 
the process they report. 
 
 62
  Although Pappu et al’s (2005) sample consisted of actual (non-student) Australian 
consumers it was a mall-intercept sample which limits their ability to fully 
generalise the findings to other studies. 
 
 2.3.5 Conclusion 
  It can be seen that there is a measure of empirical evidence that supports the view 
that consumer-based brand equity is a multidimensional construct.   (Aaker, 1991; 
Keller, 1993).  The few attempts to measure the concept by scale development all 
suffer some limitations in validity.  There is, however, no independent research 
published to date, that the writer is aware of, testing Keller’s (2003) Customer-
Based Brand Equity Pyramid. 
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CHAPTER 3: 
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
 64
3.1 PROBLEM DEFINITION 
 It is the intention of this thesis to examine the relationship between brand image and brand 
equity in a sports sponsorship context.  The research will examine how the New Zealand 
All Blacks’ performance in the 2003 RWC impacted the team’s brand image and, in turn, 
the brand image and brand equity of its major sponsor and co-branding partner, adidas. 
 
 First, the association (co-branding) of the sponsor’s brand (adidas) with the sponsored 
property’s brand (All Blacks) will be examined to determine whether changes in the brand 
image of the sponsored property affected the brand image of the sponsor. 
 
 Secondly, the research will test the correlation between changes in adidas’s brand image 
and adidas’s brand equity as a result of the All Black’s performance in the RWC. 
 
 The preceding literature review has identified the reasons why corporates have sponsored 
sports properties since the 1980s; to gain awareness for the sponsor’s brand and to enhance 
the sponsor’s brand image by association with the sponsored property.  The resulting 
‘image transfer’ is said to result in an increase of goodwill towards the sponsor by fans and 
other consumers.  Whether this increase in goodwill towards the sponsor’s brand results in 
increased purchase intentions (brand equity) regarding the sponsor’s products is unclear.  
Research findings to date have been ambiguous and inconclusive.  It is anticipated that 
results from this research will shed some light on this issue. 
 
3.2 CONCEPTUAL MODEL 
 From the preceding literature review several conceptual models have emerged that are 
relevant to this study: Biel’s (1992) Brand Image/Brand Equity Model (Figure 2.9); 
Keller’s (1993) CBBE Brand Knowledge Model (Figure 2.5) - which inspired Faircloth et 
al’s (2001) Brand Equity Model (Figure 2.10) - and preceded Keller’s (2003) CBBE 
Pyramid (Figure 2.12). 
 
 In each of these models brand image is antecedent to brand equity.  Brand image is the 
independent variable and brand equity is the dependent variable. 
 
 An independent variable is one that influences the dependent variable in either a positive or 
a negative way (Sekaran 1992).  The independent variable is manipulated in the research 
process to establish whether or not there is a correlationship between variances in the 
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independent variable and variances in the dependent variable.  In other words, does one 
influence the other? 
 
 In this research the independent variable is, in the first instance, the All Black’s brand 
image.  The dependent variable is, in the first instance, adidas’s brand image.  (This is 
where adidas is the sponsor and the All Black’s are the sponsored property). 
 
 In the second instance adidas’s brand image is the independent variable and adidas’s brand 
equity is the dependent variable. 
  
 It is the intention of this research to measure variations in the All Black’s brand image 
before and after the RWC and to measure variations in adidas’s brand image and brand 
equity before and after the RWC, to examine any if correlationships exist. 
 
 According to views postulated by Aaker (1991); Biel (1992); Keller (1993); Faircloth et al 
(2001) and Keller (2003) positive enhancements to brand image should result in positive 
enhancements to brand equity. 
  
 At this point it is helpful to ascribe equivalence to concepts used in Keller’s 1993 and 2003 
CBBE models: 
 
 Figure 3.1: Construct Equivalence: Keller’s 1993 and 2003 CBBE Models 
 
Sequential 
Logic 
1993 2003 
 • Brand Awareness • Brand Salience 
 • Brand Image • Brand Performance (and) 
• Brand Imagery 
 • Brand Attitudes • Consumer Judgements (and) 
• Consumer Feelings 
 • Brand Knowledge • Consumer Brand Resonance 
 • CBBE • CBBE 
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 Keller’s 2003 CBBE Pyramid is a helpful development of his 1993 CBBE Brand 
Knowledge Model in that it expands concept definitions to accommodate developments in 
the understanding of branding in the intervening decade. 
 
 Keller’s 2003 CBBE Pyramid has been used by the writer to operationalize brand image 
and brand equity constructs employed in this research (Please refer to the Methodology 
chapter of this thesis). 
 
 Faircloth et al’s (2001) research findings have modified the understanding of the role 
played by brand attitude in the creation of enhanced brand equity.  Their findings, that 
positive brand attitudes “have only an indirect effect on enhanced brand equity” and that 
“brand image is a better predictor of brand equity than brand attitude” (p 70), have led to 
the adoption of their brand image – brand equity model, (presented again below), as the 
primary conceptual model for this research. 
  
 Figure 3.2: Brand Equity Model 
 
Source: Faircloth et al (2001), p 70 
 
  Note : This model was also discussed in Chapter 2 and was identified there as Figure 2.10 
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3.3 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
 The aim of this research is to gain an insight into how marketing communications; and 
specifically sponsorship, works.  Specifically the research seeks to clarify the relationship 
between brand image and brand equity.  To this end the research will seek answers to the 
following questions: 
 
 Question 1: Did the All Blacks’ brand image change as a result of their performance in 
the RWC? 
  
 Question 2: Did adidas’s brand image change as a result of the All Blacks’ performance 
in the RWC? 
 
 Question 3: Did adidas’s brand equity change as a result of the All Blacks’ performance 
in the RWC? 
 
 Question 4:  Was there any correlation between changes in adidas’s brand image and 
adidas’s brand equity as a result of the All Black’s performance in the 
RWC? 
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3.4 RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 
 3.4.1 Hypothesis 1 
  H10 The All Blacks’ brand image will not change as a result of their 
performance in the RWC. 
   
  This hypothesis addresses the research question: “Did the All Blacks’ brand 
image change as a result of their performance in the RWC?” 
   
  The All Blacks’ brand image is the independent variable that, it is anticipated, will 
influence the dependent variable, adidas’s brand image.  As discussed, our 
research anticipated that the All Blacks’ brand image would be enhanced or 
diminished depending on whether or not the team was successful in winning the 
RWC in 2003. 
 
  The relevant survey question is B3 (Appendix C).  The question utilizes a 
categorical scale, therefore non-parametric statistical procedures are appropriate. 
 
 3.4.2 Hypothesis 2 
  H20 adidas’s brand image will not change as a result of the All Blacks’ 
performance in the RWC. 
 
  This hypothesis addresses the research question: “Did adidas’s brand image 
change as a result of the All Blacks’ performance in the RWC?” 
 
  In this hypothesis adidas’s brand image is the dependent variable.  Because of the 
co-branding relationship adidas has with the All Blacks it was anticipated that 
adidas’s brand image would be enhanced or diminished in tandem with the All 
Blacks’ brand image (Gwinner 1997), which, in turn, would be determined by the 
team’s success in the 2003 RWC tournament. 
 
  The relevant survey questions are D1 and E1 (Appendix C).  The scales used are 
interval, Likert-type scales; the focus is on one variable so univariate data 
analysis is appropriate; parametric statistical procedures should be used; the 
appropriate statistical test is an independent samples t-test.  This will evaluate any 
differences between the means for the variable before and after the RWC. 
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 3.4.3 Hypothesis 3 
  H30 adidas’s brand equity will not change as a result of the All Blacks’ 
performance in the RWC. 
 
  This hypothesis addresses the research question: “Did adidas’s brand equity 
change as a result of the All Blacks’ performance in the RWC?” 
 
  In this hypothesis adidas’s brand equity is the dependent variable.  As has been 
discussed, Aaker (1991); Biel (1992); Keller (1993, 2003) and Faircloth et al 
(2001) postulate that brand image is a prime determinant of brand equity.  
Therefore it would be anticipated that if adidas’s brand image was enhanced as a 
result of the All Blacks’ performance in the RWC then adidas’s brand equity 
would also be enhanced.  The contrary would also be the case.  If adidas’s brand 
image was diminished so would its brand equity. 
 
  The relevant survey question is F1 (Appendix C).  The scales used are interval, 
Likert-type scales; the focus is on one variable so univariate data analysis is 
appropriate; parametric statistical procedures should be used.  The appropriate 
statistical test is an independent samples t-test.  This will evaluate any differences 
between the means for the adidas brand equity variable before and after the RWC. 
 
 3.4.4 Hypothesis 4 
  H40 There will be no correlation between changes in adidas’s brand image and 
adidas’s brand equity as a result of the All Blacks’ performance in the 
RWC. 
 
  This hypothesis addresses the research question: “Was there any correlation 
between changes in adidas’s brand image and adidas’s brand equity as a result of 
the All Black’s performance in the RWC?” 
   
  As discussed above, the theories of (Aaker 1991; Biel 1992; Keller 1993, 2003; 
Faircloth et al 2001) would suggest a correlation in any changes in the two 
variables after the RWC.  This is because brand equity is postulated as the 
dependant variable to brand image as the independent variable. 
 
 70
  The relevant survey questions are D1 and E1, Appendix C, (adidas brand image) 
and F1, Appendix C, (adidas brand equity). 
 
  The scales used are interval, Likert-type scales; there are two variables so 
bivariate data analysis is appropriate; parametric statistical procedures should be 
used; the appropriate statistical test is a bivariate correlation analysis.  This will 
evaluate changes to the means of both variables after the RWC. 
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CHAPTER 4:  
METHODOLOGY 
 72
4.1 RESEARCH DESIGN 
 Data were collected for this correlation study from two telephone surveys.  The first survey 
was conducted in September 2003, prior to the RWC, and the second survey was 
conducted in December 2003, immediately following the RWC.  A quantitative correlation 
study was adopted for this research due to the high level of qualitative research and 
academic opinion already extant in the field.  Telephone surveys were conducted due to the 
necessity to collect consistent attitude data within the shortest period of time.  In essence, 
this was a longitudinal study; however, due to random sampling requirements it was not 
possible to ensure that each person participating in the original survey also participated in 
the second survey.  The methodology adopted for this study is further elucidated in the 
following sections. 
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4.2 SAMPLE DESIGN 
 4.2.1 Target Population Definition 
  New Zealanders are passionate about their sport and the sport that evokes their 
greatest passion is rugby.  The national collective psyche is said to rise or fall on 
the basis of the success of the national team the All Blacks (Hope 2002). 
 
  The Rugby World Cup is arguably the most important activity in the New Zealand 
calendar of events.  Very few New Zealanders would be unaware or disinterested 
in the outcome of this event.  If involvement is a necessary antecedent for 
cognitive processing and growth in brand equity (Vaughn 1980; Petty and 
Cacioppo 1980) then New Zealanders could be expected to be a most engaged 
population. 
 
  The population of interest for this study included all members of the New Zealand 
public over the age of 18 who had some interest in rugby.  The age criteria was 
based on the arbitrary assumption that those aged over 18 had sufficient 
discretionary spending power to be prospective purchasers of adidas products. 
 
  A sample of the population was drawn from Auckland, New Zealand’s largest 
metropolitan area (1.4 million people).  Auckland represents approximately 33% 
of New Zealand’s population, is demographically similar to the rest of New 
Zealand, and is therefore representative of the New Zealand population at large. 
 
 4.2.2 The Sampling Frame 
  Random telephone numbers were selected from the Telecom Auckland Telephone 
Directory.  A two stage process was used.  The first sample of 200 respondents 
was compiled in September 2003, prior to the commencement of the RWC, and a 
second independent sample was compiled in December 2003, after the completion 
of the RWC.  In each case respondents were screened to eliminate individuals 
who were under 18 years of age or who were unaware that the RWC competition 
was being held at that time. 
 
 4.2.3 Sampling Procedure 
  Two independent samples of 200 respondents each were generated.  These 
samples were probability samples based on simple random sampling procedures.  
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Every sixth name in the ‘White Pages’ was telephoned.  There was, on average, a 
1:12 response rate.  Calls continued to be made until the quota of 200 respondents 
per sample was completed. 
 
  Each person in the sampling frame had the same or equal probability of being 
chosen.  According to Sekaran (1992) this sampling design has the least bias and 
offers the most generalisability. 
 
 4.2.4 Sample Size 
  The size of each sample in this research was constrained by the costs and time 
involved in data collection.  Nevertheless, as mentioned above independent 
samples of 200 respondents each were generated before and after the RWC.  Were 
these samples sufficient in size to make reasonably precise generalisations with an 
acceptable level of confidence? 
  
  Sekaran (1992) suggests that a 95% level of confidence is an acceptable level for 
most business research.  This is most commonly expressed as .05 level of 
significance.  Zikmund (1997) advises that a significance level below .05 is too 
low to warrant support of a null hypothesis.  This research required at least .05 
level of significance. 
 
   Sekaran (1992) asserts that “precision refers to how close our estimate is to the 
true population characteristic” (p 245).  The smaller the variations in the 
population the smaller the sample size needed; the greater the precision required, 
the larger the sample size needed. 
 
  Sekaran (1992) cites Roscoe (1975) who proposed that as a rule of thumb for 
determining sample size; “sample sizes larger than 30 and less than 500 are 
appropriate for most research” (Sekaran 1992, p 253).  In summary the samples in 
this research were considered to be sufficient in size to represent and generalise to 
the research population with an acceptable level of confidence. 
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4.3 QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN 
 4.3.1 Computer-Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI) 
   The questionnaire was designed to be administered over the phone with 
interviewers seated at a computer terminal.  Answers from respondents were 
entered directly into the computer and captured in an SPSS file for analysis.  The 
questionnaire therefore became the script for the telephone interview (Please refer 
to Appendix C for a copy of the questionnaire). 
 
 4.3.2 Questions included for adidas and the NZRU 
  The questionnaire included a number of questions relating to topics of special 
interest to adidas and the New Zealand Rugby Union (NZRU).  These questions 
were designed to determine the respondent’s 
  • Rugby passion. 
  • Depth of understanding of adidas’s sponsorship of the All Blacks, and their 
attitude towards that sponsorship. 
 
  A range of demographic questions were also included to enable the construction 
of respondent profiles. 
  The tabulated responses to all questions were supplied to adidas.  This was in 
appreciation for the company’s significant financial support which enabled the 
completion of the fieldwork for this research.  Most of these questions, A1-B5 
(except for B3) and G1-G6, are not discussed in this thesis. 
 
  A copy of all Frequency Tables can be found in Appendix D. 
 
 4.3.3 Ethical Issues 
  The research project was submitted for approval to both the RMIT University 
Human Research Ethics Committee and the Auckland University of Technology 
Ethics Committee prior to commencement of fieldwork.  Both committees gave 
their approval for the research to proceed. 
 
  The ‘Statement by Researcher’ (Appendix C) was included in the questionnaire to 
ensure that each respondent’s participation in the research was strictly voluntary 
and to assure respondents that all information supplied by them would remain 
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confidential and that their privacy would be protected at all times.  This statement 
met the legal requirements of the New Zealand Privacy Act 1993. 
 
 4.3.4 Structure of the Questionnaire 
  The questionnaire was designed in eight sections.  Following Sekaran (1992) the 
sequence of questions progressed from questions of a more general nature to those 
of a more specific nature, with sensitive demographic data such as age, education, 
occupation and income at the end of the questionnaire.  This ‘funnel’ approach 
helped to smooth the progress of respondents through the questionnaire.  The 
questions of significance to this research (apart from the initial screening 
questions) are B3, D1, E1 and F1.  Question B3 is a measure of All Black brand 
image, questions D1 and E1 are measures of adidas brand image and question F1 
is a measure of adidas brand equity (Appendix C). 
  
 4.3.5 Section Three: All Black Brand Image (B3) 
  Question B3 asks respondents to rate the All Blacks on a categorical scale of 
perceived performance: 
  1. The best rugby team in the world. 
  2. One of the top three rugby teams in the world. 
  3. One of the best rugby teams in the world. 
  4. A very good rugby team. 
  
  This scale was considered a simple, straightforward measure of All Black brand 
image, given the fact that the All Black brand image has been built on the team’s 
impressive win rate; they have won 73% of their games over more than 100 years 
(Please refer to Appendix B, Figure B1). 
   
  Question B3, also offered Stage Two (post RWC) respondents the option of an 
objective, realistic ranking of the All Blacks as a result of the team’s performance 
in the 2003 RWC.  At the end of the competition the team’s world ranking would 
be an objective fact; the best rugby team in the world if they won; something less 
of they did not win. 
 
  Question B3, then, serves as a simple measure of All Black brand image.   
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  Responses to the remaining questions in Section Three are not discussed in this 
thesis.  
 
 4.3.6 Section Four: adidas Brand Salience (C1-C2) 
  Although this data was of interest to adidas it has not been discussed in this thesis. 
 
 4.3.7 Section Five: adidas Brand Performance (D1) 
  Question D1 is the second question (after B3) focused on in this research.  The 
question seeks to operationalism Keller’s (2003) construct ‘Brand Performance’ 
utilising a five item, five point Likert-type scale. 
 
  Statements relate to the functional performance of adidas products, and are drawn 
from Keller’s (2003) list of ‘Possible Measures of Brand Building Blocks.’  
(Appendix E). 
 
  ‘Brand Performance’ is a fundamental measure of ‘Brand Meaning’ according to 
Keller; along with ‘Brand Imagery’ (Keller 2003).  The construct relates to 
assessments of quality in the way the brand meets customers’ utilitarian, aesthetic 
and economic needs and wants.  For example, brand associations relating to 
reliability, durability, style, design and price.  The construct is effectively a subset 
of Brand Image. 
 
 4.3.8 Section Six: adidas Brand Imagery (E1) 
  Following section five, question E1 is a measure of adidas’s brand image, drawn 
from Keller’s (2003) list of ‘Possible Measures of Brand Building Blocks.’ 
(Appendix E).  It is an eleven item, five point Likert-type scale. 
 
 4.3.9 Section Seven: adidas Brand Resonance / Equity (F1)  
  This question is a ten item, five point Likert-type scale based on Keller’s (2003) 
questions relating to brand resonance/equity. (Appendix E).  A number of 
statements go beyond ‘purchase intention’ statements (a common measure of 
brand equity) and measure respondents’ ‘willingness to pay a price premium’ as 
well as their ‘attitudinal attachment to the brand.’ 
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  The last three statements are not in fact brand equity statements but are measures 
of “brand disloyalty”, created by the writer and included in the survey as a 
counterweight to previous measures of brand resonance; in essence, testing the 
Null hypothesis. 
 
 4.3.10 Section Eight: Demographics (G1-G6) 
  Data from this section is not discussed in this thesis. 
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4.4 PRETESTING OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
 Before the first survey took place the questionnaire was tested on a small number of 
prospective respondents to identify and eliminate potential problems.  Respondents were 
drawn from the target population, marketing academics and industry professionals.  The 
questionnaire was tested for question content (the appropriate choice of words, the removal 
of ambiguous questions, loaded questions or double-barrelled questions), the sequence of 
questions, the form and layout of questions and for any difficulties in comprehension or 
understanding of questions.  Finally the questionnaire was pretested (by the Auckland-
based telemarketing company, Startel Communications) to ensure that it could be answered 
in approximately 15 minutes.  This was important for budgetary and ethical reasons. 
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4.5 SCALES AND MEASUREMENTS 
 As has been mentioned, not all questions asked of respondent have been used in the final 
data analysis of this thesis.  Only questions B3, D1, E1 and F1 have been used.  Each of 
these questions were designed to measure a key variable in this research and to provide 
answers to the research questions. 
 • Question B3 seeks to measure ‘All Black Brand Image’.  This is a categorical scale 
based on perceived performance. 
 • Question D1 seeks to measure ‘adidas Brand Performance,’ (a subset of ‘adidas Brand 
Image.’)  The question is a five item, five point Likert-type scale; an equal interval 
scale. 
 • Question E1 seeks to measure ‘adidas Brand Image.’  The question is an eleven item, 
five point Likert-type scale; an equal interval scale.  (This scale is used in association 
with question D1). 
 • Question F1 seeks to measure ‘adidas Brand Equity.’  It is a ten item, five point Likert-
type scale; an equal interval scale. 
 
 Variables need to be measured in order to test hypotheses.  Four hypotheses have been 
postulated in this research.  
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4.6 RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY 
 In order to establish the goodness of measures used in this research, reliability and validity 
tests were conducted (Sekaran 1992). 
 
 4.6.1 Reliability 
  Reliability refers to “the extent to which a scale produces consistent results if 
repeated measures are made” (Malhotra, Hall, Shaw and Oppenheim 2002, p 
309).  The reliability of the scales measuring adidas’s brand image and brand 
equity constructs were established by an internal consistency of measures, 
indicating the homogeneity of the measurement items.  A standard measure of 
inter-item consistency reliability is the Cronbach’s coefficient alpha; “the average 
of all possible split-half coefficients” (Malhotra et al 2002, p 310). 
 
  Cronbach's alpha for ‘adidas Brand Performance’ (question D1) was 0.817; for 
‘adidas Brand Imagery’ (question E1) was 0.767, and for ‘adidas Brand Equity’ 
(question F1) was 0.848.  These results indicate that statements used to measure 
Brand Image/Performance and Brand Equity have acceptable internal consistency 
and reliability. (Please refer to Appendix H) 
 
 4.6.2 Validity 
  Malhotra et al (2002) define the validity of a scale as “the extent to which 
differences in observed scale scores reflect the differences among objects on the 
characteristic being measured, rather than systematic or random error.” (p 311). 
 
  According to Sekaran (1992) researchers can group validity tests under three 
broad headings: content validity, criterion-related validity and construct validity. 
 
  Content Validity is a subjective evaluation by experts of how well a scale 
adequately represents the measurement of the construct under review.  In this 
research common-sense measures determined the construction of the All Black 
brand image categorical scale. The three relevant equal interval scales measuring 
adidas brand image and brand equity were Likert-type scales based on Keller’s 
(2003) set of Possible Measures Of Brand Building Blocks.  (Appendix E).  These 
scales were created in consultation with Market Research and Sports Marketing 
professionals. 
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  A more formal evaluation is criterion-related validity; “when the measure 
differentiates individuals on a criterion it is expected to predict” (Sekaran 1992, p 
172).  This form of evaluation was not undertaken in regard to this research due to 
a lack of any appropriate measures being discovered in the literature review 
(Chapter 2). 
 
  Construct validity “requires a sound theory of the nature of the construct being 
measured and how it relates to other constructs” (Malhotra et al 2002, p 312).  A 
thorough literature review (Chapter 2) has sought to review the development of 
the brand image and brand equity constructs.  Major theorists have been discussed 
and critiqued.  Keller’s 2003 CBBE model has been used as the basis for research 
scales and hypotheses. 
 
  Five statements were used to measure ‘adidas Brand Performance’. As has been 
mentioned brand performance gives the brand meaning to customers in terms of 
functional performance and is a fundamental component of the brand image 
construct. If a brand does not perform to the extent that it fully satisfies customer 
needs and wants then it will fail. Brand performance is a prerequisite for brand 
loyalty and brand resonance or equity (Keller 2003).  All five statements in the 
questionnaire were based on questions from Keller’s ‘Possible Measures of Brand 
Building Blocks’ (Appendix E) and relate to perceptions of adidas product 
attributes. 
 
  Eleven statements were used to measure ‘adidas Brand Imagery’.  As discussed, 
Keller (2003) defines this construct in terms of a brand meeting customers' more 
abstract psychological or social needs.  It involves a brand’s personality and 
values; the history of experiences that customers have had with the brand, their 
perceptions of the users of the brand and when and where the brand might be 
used.  These statements were constructed in part using Keller's questions 
(Appendix E) but with additional statements based on price, gender and adidas's 
New Zealand-based marketing communications strategy.  
   
  Ten statements were used to measure ‘adidas Brand Resonance/Equity’.  Keller 
and Davey (2001) define this construct in terms of the relationships and level of 
personal identification the customer has with the brand.  With the strongest brands 
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there is a completely harmonious relationship between customers and the brand. 
Consumers become enthusiastic advocates for the brand. Seven of the ten 
statements were positive statements designed to elicit what degree of loyalty 
respondents had toward the adidas brand.  These seven statements drew strongly 
on Keller's ‘Possible Measures of Brand Building Blocks’ (Appendix E).  The last 
three statements were designed to draw agreement from respondents who had no 
brand loyalty to adidas, whose purchases were primarily price-driven rather than 
brand driven. 
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CHAPTER 5: 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 85
5.1 INTRODUCTION 
 The purpose of this chapter is to analyse and discuss the results of the field research 
undertaken as part of this thesis. 
 
 Answers to the four research questions posed (Section 3.3) are sought.  Evidence in regards 
to the four research hypotheses (Section 3.4) is discussed.  The relationship between brand 
image and brand equity in a sports sponsorship context is examined. 
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5.2 HYPOTHESIS 1: 
 H10: The All Blacks’ brand image will not change as a result of their performance in 
the RWC. 
 
 5.2.1 Introduction 
  H10 is concerned with perceived changes to the All Blacks’ brand image as a 
consequence of their success or lack of success in the 2003 Rugby World Cup 
Competition.  If the All Blacks had won the competition they would have earned 
the right to be called the ‘Best rugby team in the world’.  The win would have 
entitled them to be called rugby ‘World Champions’ for four years; until they 
defended their title at the next RWC, hosted by France, in 2007. 
(www.rugbyworldcup.com). 
 
  History records the fact that England defeated Australia 20-17 in the 2003 RWC 
final, with a last minute Jonny Wilkinson drop goal, in extra time.  The All Blacks 
defeated France 40-13 in the play-off for third place. A very disappointing RWC 
for New Zealand  (www.rwc2003.irb.com). 
  
 5.2.2 Results 
 
   Table 5.1: All Blacks’ Brand Image 
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 Figure 5.1: All Blacks’ Brand Image 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Table 5.1 and Figure 5.1 show responses to question B3 before and after the RWC 
competition.  Before the competition started 10.6% (19/179) of respondents rated 
the All Blacks as the ‘Best rugby team in the world’.  Surprisingly, given the 
team’s third place in the competition, and after England had been crowned ‘World 
Champions’, 21% (37/176) of respondents rated the All Blacks as the ‘Best rugby 
team in the world’.  A significant increase in respondents in this category. 
 
  Table 5.1 and Figure 5.1 also show that the number of respondents who rated the 
All Blacks as ‘One of the top three rugby teams in the world’ declined from 
79.3% (142/179) in the pre RWC survey to 40.9% (72/176) in the post RWC 
survey.  This too is surprising, given the team’s third place in the competition.  
The objective reality of third place failed to register with significant numbers of 
respondents. 
 
  Another significant change in perception amongst respondents, recorded in Table 
5.1 and Figure 5.1, is the change in the rating of the All Blacks as ‘One of the best 
rugby teams in the world’.  This rating increased from 8.9% (16/179) in the pre 
RWC survey, to 31.8% (56/176) in the post RWC survey. 
 
  Similarly, the number of respondents who rated the All Blacks as ‘A very good 
rugby team’ increased from 1.1% (2/179) pre RWC, to 6.3% (11/176) post RWC. 
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 5.2.3 Discussion 
  Reaction to the failure by the All Blacks to win the RWC manifested itself in a 
number of unexpected responses in terms of the All Blacks’ brand image.  Logic 
would suggest that by coming third in the competition the team could not then  be 
considered the ‘Best rugby team in the world’; by definition.  Logic would also 
suggest that the number of respondents rating the team as the ‘best in the world’ 
should have been less after the RWC than before the tournament began, because 
of the objective fact that the team did not win the competition.  It gained third 
place. 
 
  And yet the number of respondents who rated the All Blacks as the ‘Best rugby 
team in the world’ increased in this category after the RWC.  How can this be 
explained? 
 
  The concept of ‘tribalism’ in sport (Cova and Cova 2002; Tapp 2003) is a 
relatively new field of interest to academics.  Cova and Cova (2002) define a 
‘tribe’ as “a network of heterogeneous persons – in terms of age, sex, income, etc 
– who are linked by a shared passion or emotion” (p 602).  One of the few studies 
in this field is by Parker and Stuart (1997), entitled ‘The West Ham Syndrome’.  
Parker and Stuart (1997) ask the question; “Why do football fans, many of whom 
are highly intelligent people who make rational decisions, stick with a team when 
they know it is under-performing?”  They suggest several possible reasons.  First, 
football is a strong bonding device which operates most powerfully between 
father and son.  (The initial selection of a team to support may be made at an early 
age, with loyalty to the club lasting a lifetime).  This brand loyalty may also be the 
only unifying subject between workmates or colleagues.  It is enhanced, Parker 
and Stuart (1997) claim, by the uncertainty of the brand’s performance.  No two 
games are the same and no result completely predictable.  Manchester United 
supporters expect their team to win; Manchester City supporters expect their team 
to lose.  Upsets and inconsistency, Parker and Stuart (1997) suggest, are 
somewhat perversely and paradoxically important factors in maintaining strong 
brand loyalty. 
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  The passionate support and loyalty that can be given to football clubs has been 
recognised by marketers (such as adidas) and has resulted in the growth of sports 
sponsorship. 
 
  Parker and Stuart (1997) observe that sporting brands can command unswerving 
loyalty in spite of inconsistent performances.  Parker and Stuart (1997) suggest 
that only religion comes close in attracting such loyalty.  Certainly New 
Zealanders’ loyalty to the All Black brand displays this unswerving commitment 
at times, and this fact goes some way to explaining the responses to question B3 
after the RWC. 
 
  In conclusion the data in Table 5.1 and Figure 5.1 reject the null hypothesis, H10, 
and accept the alternate hypothesis that ‘the All Blacks’ brand image will change 
as a result of their performance in the RWC’.  (The limitations of the categorical 
scale used in question B3 will be discussed later.  Refer to 6.3.3).  These changes 
in perceptions regarding the All Blacks’ brand image after the RWC are 
unexpectedly positive in regard to the ‘Best rugby team in the world’ category and 
the concept of ‘tribalism’ has been posited as an explanation for this behaviour. 
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5.3 HYPOTHESIS 2: 
 H20 adidas’s brand image will not change as a result of the All Blacks’ performance 
in the RWC. 
 
 5.3.1 Introduction 
  H20 addresses the research question: “Did adidas’s brand image change as a result 
of the All Black’s performance in the RWC?” 
 
  The relevant survey questions are D1 and E1 (Appendix C).  The questions reflect 
the view that brand image, as a concept, has two major component parts (King 
and Bullmore 1974; Keller 2003). 
 
  • Brand Performance: The functional attributes of a product or brand.  What the 
product/brand does and how well it is perceived to perform those functions.  
Hence in this research there are statements (part of a range of wholistic 
perceptions relating to brand image) that relate to product design, product 
quality, product reliability, product style and product fit.  Ultimately these 
questions relate to perceptions of the adidas brand in terms of all round product 
performance. 
 
  • Brand Imagery: These eleven statements represent a range of non-product-
related attributes that do not directly relate to product performance.  They 
include attributes such as price; user imagery (the type of person who uses 
adidas products) product availability; brand personality; adidas’s brand 
advertising, and adidas’s co-branding investment in sponsorship. 
 
  In the analysis below Brand Performance (Tables 5.2.1 and 5.2.2) and Brand 
Imagery (Tables 5.2.3, 5.2.4 and 5.2.5) are viewed as independent concepts and 
means within the Brand Image construct.  Later (Tables 5.4.1, and 5.4.2) they are 
combined into a single summated scale.  
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 5.3.2 Results 
   Table 5.2.1: adidas Brand Image: Brand Performance 
Independent Samples Test 
 
  Table 5.2.2: adidas Brand Image: Brand Performance 
Descriptive Statistics 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
   
  The above brand performance T-Test tables demonstrate a statistically significant 
difference in mean values (between the pre RWC and post RWC sample means), 
for only one out of the five statements tested.  ie. Statement five: “adidas products 
feel good to wear”.  In other words the Null hypothesis (no change to adidas brand 
image) is supported in relation to the first four statements, but not the fifth 
statement; where the mean declined post RWC. 
 
  These results would suggest that perceptions remain constant in regard to adidas 
brand performance, throughout the duration of the RWC.  The negative change in 
perception regarding “adidas products feel good to wear”, although significant 
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statistically, is not significant in regard to the overall perception of the adidas 
brand.  The means for all five statements fall around the 4.0 mark, which indicate 
agreement with the positive brand statements made relevant to adidas brand 
performance, both before and after the RWC.  This can be taken as an ongoing 
positive perception towards the adidas brand; and a positive outcome for the 
brand. 
 
  Table 5.2.3: adidas Brand Image: Brand Imagery 
Independent Samples Test 
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  Table 5.2.4: adidas Brand Image: Brand Imagery 
 
  Table 5.2.5: adidas Brand Image: Brand Imagery 
 
  In Table 5.2.3 eleven statements relating to adidas brand imagery were tested pre 
and post RWC.  The table shows that significant changes occurred in perceptions 
regarding eight of the eleven statements. 
 
  There was no significant change in means relating to the following three 
statements: 
  • adidas products are well advertised. 
  • adidas is an important sponsor of rugby. 
  • adidas is the brand for winners. 
 
  From Table 5.2.5 it can be seen that the means for these statements indicate a 
general agreement with the statements.  Therefore the lack of significant change 
in sentiment can be considered a positive outcome for the brand. 
(A)
(B)
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  There were (on the other hand) significant changes in means relating to the 
following eight statements.   
  • adidas products are worn by people I admire and respect. 
  • adidas products cost more. 
  • adidas products are the best you can buy. 
  • adidas has good products for females. 
  • adidas has good products for males. 
  • adidas products represent good value for money. 
  • adidas products are worn by elite athletes. 
  • adidas products are available at a convenient location for me. 
 
  By referring to Table 5.2.4 it can be seen that the means for seven of these eight 
statement all increased post RWC, reflecting a positive increase in sentiment 
towards the adidas brand and increasing agreement with each statement over the 
period of the RWC. 
 
  This can be seen as an increase in positive perceptions towards the adidas brand 
image as a result of adidas brand exposure during the RWC. 
 
  It is interesting to note that the eighth statement recording a significant change in 
mean, (“adidas products are available at a convenient location for me”) is in fact a 
negative change (from 4.29 to 4.08), although still a favourable outcome, with 
respondents agreeing with the statement.  A possible explanation for this negative 
change could be found in an increase in demand for adidas products during the 
RWC; out of stock situations, and the need for consumers to search further afield 
for the desired product(s). 
 
 5.3.3  Discussion 
  Overall perceptions of the ‘brand performance’ component of the brand image 
construct remained constant throughout the duration of the RWC.  These 
perceptions were of a positive nature.  Respondents continued to view adidas 
brand performance in a positive light.  In a similar fashion respondents viewed 
adidas product advertising and sponsorship of New Zealand rugby in an ongoing 
positive manner and there was an unchanging perception that “adidas is the brand 
for winners”. 
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  This is positive news for adidas.  However, the news gets more positive!  The 
changes in the means for seven of the eight ‘brand imagery’ statements became 
increasingly positive over the period of the RWC; a consequence of adidas brand 
exposure during that time.  (Please refer to Appendix G) 
 
  Between 11 October and 15 November 2003 the All Blacks played games against 
Italy, Canada, Tonga, Wales, South Africa, Australia and France.  All of these 
games received extensive media exposure in New Zealand.  In addition, virtually 
everyday of the year the New Zealand media have stories relating to the All 
Blacks.  Of the pre RWC sample 99% had heard of the All Blacks and were aware 
of the brand, and of the post RWC sample 99% had heard of the team (Appendix 
D). 
 
  Unprompted awareness of adidas’s sponsorship of the All Blacks (Question B4, 
Appendix C) was 44.5% in the pre RWC sample and 41.5% in the post RWC 
sample (Appendix D). 
 
  Awareness of this co-branding relationship is reinforced every time the All Blacks 
appear in public.  The adidas logo always appears in tandem with the All Black 
logo on team uniforms and in all promotion and publicity of the team. 
   
  It can be concluded that the saturation media coverage of the All Blacks during 
the RWC bought adidas incalculable media exposure in New Zealand and around 
the world. 
 
  These results suggest that this increased exposure had a positive effect in terms of 
the perception of the adidas brand image by New Zealand respondents.  This in 
spite of the disappointing RWC performance by the All Blacks. 
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5.4 HYPOTHESIS 3: 
 H30 adidas’s brand equity will not change as a result of the All Blacks’ performance 
in the RWC. 
 
 5.4.1 Introduction 
  In the discussion in Chapter 2 concerning ‘How does sponsorship work?’ it was 
observed that the marketing communications literature investigating this question 
had been dominated by cognitive information processing models in the AIDA 
tradition.  These models suggest that consumers move through a series of rational 
decision-making processes that lead to considered purchase behaviour.  The 
efficacy of these cognitive models was challenged by Hoek (1999) who proposed 
Ehrenberg’s behaviourist ATR model as an alternative. 
 
  The preceding literature review found that few scholars agreed with Hoek (1999).  
Walliser (2003) noted that the most important sponsorship objectives have 
traditionally been to increase a sponsor’s brand awareness and enhance their 
brand image.  This has certainly been the outcome of adidas’s sponsorship of the 
All Blacks, as reported in Section 5.3, above.  This research supports the 
theoretical perspectives of Biel (1992); Keller (1993); Aaker (1996); Gwinner and 
Eaton (1999); Meenaghan (2001a), and Keller (2003) in that sponsorship can 
produce a positive image transfer from a sponsee to the sponsor’s brand. 
 
  The task now is to look at the impact the All Blacks’ performance in the RWC 
had on adidas’s brand equity.  H30 addresses the research question: “Did adidas’s 
brand equity change as a result of the All Blacks’ performance in the RWC?” 
 
  The relevant survey question is F1 (Appendix C).  The relevant T-Test tables are 
5.3.1 and 5.3.2 below. 
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 5.4.2 Results 
  Table 5.3.1: adidas Brand Equity 
Independent Samples Test 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Table 5.3.1 demonstrates a statistically significant difference in mean values, pre 
and post RWC, for all ten statements tested.  The Null hypothesis is not supported 
in relation to any of the ten statements.  adidas brand equity did change as a result 
of the All Blacks’ performance in the RWC. 
Independent Samples Test
58.464 .000 -2.907 355 .004 -.352 .121 -.589 -.114
-2.844 282.102 .005 -.352 .124 -.595 -.108
.106 .745 -4.087 329 .000 -.437 .107 -.647 -.227
-4.120 328.998 .000 -.437 .106 -.646 -.228
6.418 .012 -4.057 363 .000 -.422 .104 -.626 -.217
-4.045 343.031 .000 -.422 .104 -.627 -.217
21.083 .000 -4.537 363 .000 -.448 .099 -.642 -.254
-4.507 328.615 .000 -.448 .099 -.644 -.253
10.641 .001 -4.077 351 .000 -.426 .104 -.631 -.220
-4.069 332.745 .000 -.426 .105 -.632 -.220
8.206 .004 -2.986 356 .003 -.339 .113 -.562 -.116
-2.980 343.811 .003 -.339 .114 -.562 -.115
31.208 .000 -7.065 360 .000 -.815 .115 -1.042 -.588
-6.980 313.398 .000 -.815 .117 -1.045 -.585
7.707 .006 -2.429 366 .016 -.265 .109 -.480 -.050
-2.427 362.926 .016 -.265 .109 -.480 -.050
.308 .579 -6.305 367 .000 -.633 .100 -.831 -.436
-6.308 366.962 .000 -.633 .100 -.830 -.436
15.385 .000 -3.436 367 .001 -.351 .102 -.552 -.150
-3.447 360.078 .001 -.351 .102 -.551 -.151
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
I buy Adidas whenever I
can
My next sports apparel
purchase will be Adidas
Adidas is my preferred
sports apparel brand
Adidas is the only sports
apparel brand I need
Adidas is a brand used
by people like me
I am always interested in
learning more about
Adidas
I will pay more if I can
buy Adidas
When I buy sports
apparrel the brand is not
important to me
I would prefer to buy a
little known brand of
sports apparel if it saved
me money
I would prefer to wait for
a sale before I bought
my favourite brand of
sports apparel
F Sig.
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean
Difference
Std. Error
Difference Lower Upper
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
t-test for Equality of Means
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  Table 5.3.2: adidas Brand Equity 
  
  Question F1 contains ten statements that seek to ascertain a respondent’s brand 
purchase intention in regard to their next purchase of sporting apparel, and their 
attitude toward purchasing adidas products as part of that buying process. 
 
  The first seven statements are strong, positive statements regarding purchasing 
adidas brand products, that might be made by an adidas ‘single brand loyal’ 
customer. 
 
  The last three statements could be made by ‘brand switchers’, ‘new category 
users’ or ‘multi-brand loyals’ (Rossiter and Percy 1987).  These consumers are 
‘price-driven’ rather than ‘brand-driven’; they are certainly not ‘single-brand 
loyal’ to adidas. 
 
  With the above discussion in mind there is a need to examine the means and 
changes to the means for each statement (Table 5.3.2).  The mean for the first 
statement, “I buy adidas whenever I can” is 2.55 (Disagree) pre RWC, and 2.90 
(Disagree) post RWC, ie. The mean response both before and after the RWC was 
to disagree with the statement.  However, after the RWC the mean response 
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moved in a positive direction (from adidas’s point of view) towards a less 
negative, more neutral position.  Close to ‘neither agree nor disagree’.  
 
  The second statement; “My next sports apparel purchase will be adidas”, received 
a mean score of 2.43 (Disagree) pre RWC and 2.87 (Disagree) post RWC.  Again, 
from adidas’s point of view, this can be seen as a softening of a negative response, 
becoming less negative, moving towards a neutral response. 
 
  The same can be said about the third statement; “adidas is my preferred sports 
apparel brand”.  A mean of 2.58 (Disagree) pre RWC, moving to 3.01 (Neither 
agree nor disagree) post RWC.  A more positive response after the RWC. 
 
  The fourth statement; “adidas is the only sports apparel brand I need” received a 
negative mean score of 2.09 (Disagree) pre RWC, but a somewhat less negative 
mean of 2.53 (Disagree) post RWC. 
 
  The fifth statement; “adidas is a brand used by people like me”, received a 
negative mean of 2.84 (Disagree) pre RWC but moved to a (Neutral) 3.27 mean 
post RWC.  A positive change for adidas. 
 
  The sixth statement; “I am always interested in learning more about adidas” 
received a pre RWC mean score of 2.49 (Disagree) and a post RWC mean score 
of 2.83 (Disagree).  Again, a more positive mean after the RWC. 
 
  Statement seven; “I will pay more if I can buy adidas”, moved from a strongly 
negative mean of 1.91 (Strongly Disagree) pre RWC to a mean of 2.73 (Disagree) 
post RWC, which again followed the trend to less-negative responses post RWC. 
 
  In summary, then, the change in mean responses for all seven statements was a 
positive one in favour of adidas, from somewhat negative responses to less 
negative or neutral responses.  The trend was positive in every case. 
 
  The last three statements received mean scores in the 3.0 range (Neither agree nor 
Disagree) both pre RWC and post RWC, although in each case the means 
increased.  They continued to range in neutral territory throughout the RWC. 
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 5.4.3 Discussion 
  The consistent positive change in means across all ten brand equity statements, as 
a result of adidas’s brand exposure during the RWC, reflects a response similar to 
the maintenance or enhancement of adidas’s brand image during the RWC, as 
discussed in Section 5.3. 
 
  This result is consistent with Faircloth et al’s (2001) conclusions and Fishbein’s 
‘Behavioural Intentions’ model (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975), cited by Faircloth et al 
(2001), where attitude toward advertising is used as an indication of buying 
intention 
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5.5 HYPOTHESIS 4: 
 H40 There will be no correlation between changes in adidas’s brand image and 
adidas’s brand equity as a result of the All Blacks’ performance in the RWC. 
 
 5.5.1 Introduction 
  According to Zikmund (1997) “the most popular (statistical) technique that 
indicates the relationship of one variable to another is simple correlation analysis” 
(p 627).  Correlation analysis can trace the mutual influence of variables on one 
another.  The strength of a relationship is determined by the correlation 
coefficient.  Correlation does not mean causation.  A correlation coefficient 
indicates both the magnitude and direction of the linear relationship between two 
variables. 
 
  In this research the intention is to discover whether there is a relationship between 
adidas’s brand image and adidias’s brand equity, as postulated by Aaker (1991), 
Biel (1992) and Keller (1993, 2003), where adidas’s brand image is the 
independent variable and adidas’s brand equity is the dependent variable (Please 
refer to Figure 3.2). 
 
   The research question asks: “Was there any correlation between changes in 
adidas’s brand image and adidas’s brand equity as a result of the All Blacks’ 
performance in the RWC?” 
 
  A bivariate correlation analysis was undertaken.  The relevant survey questions 
are D1 and E1 (adidas Brand Image) and F1 (adidas Brand Equity).  The relevant 
tables are 5.4.1 and 5.4.2, below: 
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Correlations
1 .591**
.000
370 370
.591** 1
.000
370 370
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
meansumimage
meansumequity
meansu
mimage
meansu
mequity
Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).**. 
Correlations
1 .430**
.000
188 188
.430** 1
.000
188 188
1 .671**
.000
182 182
.671** 1
.000
182 182
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
meansumimage
meansumequity
meansumimage
meansumequity
Pre or Post game
Pre RWC
Post RWC
meansu
mimage
meansu
mequity
Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).**. 
 5.5.2 Results 
  Table 5.4.1: Correlation in Changes in adidas Brand Image and adidas 
Brand Equity (Combined Scale) 
  Meansumimage = mean value of all the items under image, including performance items 
  Meansumequity = mean value of all the items under equity 
  Pearson correlation coefficients were selected for correlation analysis 
 
 
  In Table 5.4.1 changes in the summated scale scores for brand image and brand 
equity pre RWC and post RWC show that the brand image variable is 
significantly and positively related to the brand equity variable. 
 
  The strength of significance is 0.591 at the 0.01 (2 tailed level).  A moderately 
strong positive correlation.  These results reject the Null hypothesis and are 
theoretically  significant.  They suggest a significant relational link between brand 
image and brand equity. 
 
  Table 5.4.2:  Correlation in Changes in adidas Brand Image and adidas 
  Brand Equity  (Pre RWC and Post RWC) 
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  Table 5.4.2 looks at correlations between the summated scales for the two 
variables, brand image and brand equity, before and after the RWC.  It shows a 
stronger correlation after the RWC.  In each case correlations are significant at 
the 0.01 level (2 tailed).  Pre RWC the correlation is weak but positively 
significant at 0.430 and post RWC the positive correlation increases to a relatively 
strong 0.671. 
 
 5.5.3 Discussion 
  As has been already noted, these results are significant in that they are consistent 
with Keller’s (2003) CBBE model in finding a positive correlation between the 
research variables of brand image and brand equity.  They are also consistent with 
the findings of Faircloth et al (2001) who demonstrated that brand image is a 
direct antecedent to brand equity (Please refer to Figure 3.2) and therefore 
justifies a marketer’s manipulation of the brand image construct through the 
marketing mix to enhance brand equity. 
 
  These results also call in question the decision to ignore the brand image construct 
by ATR theory advocates (Ehrenberg 1974, 1988; Barnard and Ehrenberg 1997; 
Hoek 1997).  This research provides empirical support for the cognitive school of 
theorists, in the AIDA and Hierarchical Effects tradition, who postulate that 
advertising, sponsorship and other forms of marketing communications do, in 
fact, have a persuasive effect on consumer purchase behaviour. 
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CHAPTER 6: 
CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS AND AREAS FOR 
FURTHER RESEARCH 
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6.1 INTRODUCTION 
 The purpose of this thesis has been to investigate the relationship between two theoretical 
constructs; brand image and brand equity.  The theoretical context for the research has 
been a survey of the literary tradition relating to the question; “How does advertising 
work?” and the lesser body of research concerning “How does sponsorship work?” 
 
 The literature review has led to an exploration of the development of contemporary brand 
theory.  Keller (1993, 2003) has built on the brand theory of Aaker (1991, 1993, 1996, 
2000) and Biel (1991, 1992) and postulates that consumers respond to marketing 
communications in a rational, sequential manner that starts with the establishment of brand 
awareness and leads to the formation of a brand image and brand attitudes in the 
consumer’s mind.  This brand knowledge ultimately determines the consumer’s brand 
purchase behaviour.  The relationship between brand image and brand equity (purchase 
behaviour) is therefore of the utmost interest to analysts when seeking to predict consumer 
purchase behaviour. 
 
 Ehrenberg (1974), in contrast, stipulates that attitudes follow rather than precede purchase 
behaviour.  In other words, brand attitude and brand image are not antecedents of brand 
equity but reinforce repeat purchase behaviour subsequent to the initial purchase decision. 
   
 Although there has been significant theoretical debate in recent years between academics 
representing these opposing schools there has been little empirical research published in 
support of Keller’s CBBE theory.  For that reason Faircloth et al’s (2001) research, linking 
the constructs brand attitude, brand image and brand equity is highly significant.   It is a 
singular piece of independent empirical research that endorses Keller’s theory.  
 
 Faircloth et al’s (2001) research remains the most relevant precedent for this research.  
However, Faircloth et al’s (2001) research was also based on a student-only sample. 
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6.2 MAIN CONTRIBUTIONS TO KNOWLEDGE 
 6.2.1 Empirical Support for Keller’s (2003) Theory 
  The results of this study provide a partial confirmation of the brand equity theory 
presented by Keller (1993, 2003).  Keller postulated that a positive brand image 
should enhance brand equity.  This study provides empirical evidence supporting 
a positive correlation between changes in brand image and brand equity.  This is 
the study’s most significant result.  
 
 6.2.2 Scales Based on Keller’s (2003) Theory 
  This study operationalized brand image and brand equity by developing scales 
based on Keller’s ‘Possible Measures of Brand Building Blocks’ (Appendix E).  
Although these scales were developed independently of scales developed by other 
researchers of brand equity (Yoo et al 2000; Yoo and Donthu 2001; Faircloth et al 
2001; Pappu et al 2005) they were found to have acceptable internal consistency 
and reliability when measured using Chronbach’s alpha. 
 
 6.2.3 Representative Samples 
  Samples were probability samples based on simple random sampling procedures 
and were therefore representative of the New Zealand population at large.  This 
means that the results can be generalised with a degree of confidence that would 
not be possible if the study had used student-only samples. 
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 6.2.4 An Original Integrated Brand Theory Model 
  The literature review (Chapter 2) offers an original conceptual framework (Figure 
2.11) that integrates the competing AIDA and ATR schools of brand theory into a 
single coherent model.  While acknowledging the persuasive power of advertising 
and sponsorship it also acknowledges the reinforcing and defensive role that 
marketing communications play in retaining customer brand loyalty, and 
recognises the reality that most promotional spend fulfils this function. 
 
 6.2.5 Keller’s (2003) CBBE Model Appropriate for IMC 
  The research suggests that Keller’s (2003) CBBE model is appropriate when 
applied to sponsorship, advertising or in an integrated marketing communications 
context.  The unique differences that distinguish sponsorship from advertising 
have been identified in the literature review (indirect persuasion; the goodwill or 
‘halo’ effect; image transfer) but it has been also noted that sponsorship and 
advertising can deliver similar communication effects (brand awareness, brand 
image and brand equity).  This research confirms the fact that the sum total of 
adidas’s marketing communications exposure during the RWC 2003 resulted in 
enhanced brand image and brand equity for the brand. 
 
 6.2.6 Attention Drawn to ‘Tribalism’ in Sport 
  The thesis draws attention to a relatively new and undeveloped field of research 
that has been called ‘tribalism’ (Cova and Cova 2002).  The thesis posits 
‘tribalism’ as a possible explanation for unexpected results relating to changes in 
perceptions of the All Blacks’ brand image post RWC.  In one of the categories, 
rating the All Blacks as the ‘Best rugby team in the world’, responses by 
respondents post RWC defied logic.  There was an increase in respondents who 
held this view, in spite of the fact that the All Blacks gained third place.  
Tribalism in sport, as in other fields of consumer behaviour, is ‘alive and well’ 
and is a worthwhile topic for future research. 
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 6.2.7 The Need to Invest in Image-Based Marketing Communications 
  Following Faircloth et al (2001) this research provides empirical support for the 
notion that Brand marketers can invest in the manipulation of a brand’s image and 
thereby enhance brand equity.  Marketers should manage brand image, not brand 
equity.  Brand equity will be enhanced as a result of an enhanced brand image.  
Investment in image based marketing is strategically imperative. 
 
6.3 LIMITATIONS  
 6.3.1 Exclusive Focus on Brand Image and Brand Equity 
  The focus of this research on the exclusive relationship between the ‘brand image’ 
and ‘brand equity’ constructs postulated by Keller’s (2003) CBBE model (Figure 
2.12) dictated the omission of other important variables and dimensions, 
considered antecedents to customer-based brand equity (Yoo et al 2000; Yoo and 
Donthu 2001; Faircloth et al 2001; Pappu et al 2005).  This research even omitted 
Keller’s (2003) ‘brand feelings’ and ‘brand judgements constructs from 
consideration.  This was due primarily to time and financial constraints, but also 
to the fact that Faircloth et al (2001) had included ‘brand attitude’ as a focus of 
their research and that their findings confirmed Keller’s (1993) model (Figure 
2.5).  Hence, it has been concluded that the results of this study offer only partial 
confirmation of the brand equity theory presented by Keller (1993, 2003). 
 
 6.3.2 The Use of Original Scales 
  The scales developed to measure adidas’s brand image and brand equity, although 
based on Keller’s ‘Possible Measures of Brand Building’ were developed 
independently of previous scales used to measure customer-based brand equity.  
(Yoo and Donthu 2001; Faircloth et al 2001).  There are obvious benefits in 
replicating existent scales, but this opportunity was missed.  However, this 
limitation is characteristic of most research undertaken on brand image and brand 
equity as there are no universally accepted scales used in practical or academic 
research.  As a consequence, it is difficult to compare studies because the 
constructs are evaluated using different items. 
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 6.3.3 The Limitations of Categorical Scales 
  The scale developed to measure the All Blacks’ brand image (Question B3) was a 
categorical scale and lacked the utility of an interval scale, particularly given the 
fact that the study sought to ascertain variations in respondent attitudes.  A likert-
type scale, testing a variety of relevant image statements, would have been more 
helpful, allowing the testing of the correlation between changes in the All Blacks’ 
brand image and adidas’s brand image pre and post RWC.  Because of the 
categorical nature of the All Blacks’ brand image scale this was not possible. 
 
6.4 DIRECTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 
 6.4.1 Replication at 2007 RWC 
  This research could be replicated (with a few minor modifications) in conjunction 
with the next RWC, to be held in France in 2007.  adidas will continue to be the 
major sponsor and co-branding partner of the NZRU and the All Blacks at that 
time.  Replicability is a hallmark of scientific research.  The extent to which 
results (of the tests of hypotheses) are repeated and supported again and again in 
similar circumstances adds confidence to the fact that they are scientific and not 
supported merely by chance. 
  
 6.4.2 Replication at 2007 RWC using Keller and Davey’s (2001) Scales 
  This research could be replicated in 2007, but on that occasion utilise metrics 
developed by Keller and Davey (2001) which were not considered for this 
research.  According to Keller and Davey (2001) a series of analyses were 
conducted at that time to provide methodological validation for their new CBBE 
Pyramid (Figure 2.12).  They wanted to develop an optimal list of items that 
would operationalise and measure the complete brand values pyramid including 
all six building blocks (Resonance, Judgements, Feelings, Performance, Imagery 
and Salience).  They developed, tested and refined the metric by conducting ten 
studies in seven categories for 36 brands with about 10,000 respondents.  Their 
research confirmed the CBBE Pyramid as a valid structure.  Replication of this 
research using Keller and Davey’s standardised series of metrics would further 
enhance the validity of the CBBE Pyramid. 
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 6.4.3 The Integration of the ATR Model and the CBBE Model 
  Keller’s (2003) CBBE model does not address the issue of ‘brand reinforcement’; 
identified by Ehrenberg (1974, 1988) as highly significant in the marketing 
communications process and incorporated as a key element in his ATR model.  
This reinforcement of consumers’ habitual brand-choice dispositions by repeated 
brand communication is an important role of most marketing communications.  It 
has been afforded recognition in the writer’s Conceptual Framework model 
(Figure 2.11) and calls for further investigation.  It is likely that both Keller and 
Ehrenberg have valid insights into the nature of marketing communications and 
that the ultimate truth regarding ‘how marketing communications works’ is not 
one model or the other, but a combination of the two. 
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North American Sponsorship Growth Compared to Advertising and Promotion 
 
Year Advertising Sales 
Promotion 
Sponsorship 
 2004 * 6.9% 5% 8.7% 
2003 5.2% 4.2% 6.2% 
2002 2.6% 5.6% 3.7% 
2001 -4.1% -5.6% 6.9% 
2000 9.8% 6.3% 14% 
1999 6.8% 7.4% 12% 
1998 7.1% 4.2% 15% 
1997 6.6% 3.3% 9% 
1996 7.6% 4.6% 15% 
1995 7.7% 4.6% 11% 
1994 8.7% 5.4% 15% 
1993 5.2% 7% 17% 
1992 4% 10% 13% 
1991 -1.5% 8% 11% 
1990 5% 6% 19% 
1989 6% 6% 22% 
1988 7% 7% 20% 
1987 7% 8% 30% 
1986 7% 9% 35% 
1985 7% 13% 18% 
* Estimated Source: IEG Sponsorship Report (Media release: 29 December 2003) 
 
North American sponsorship by property type in 2003: 
- Sports US$7.08 billion (69%) 
- Entertainment tours and attractions US$871 million (8%) 
- Causes US$922 million (9%) 
- Festivals, fairs, annual events US$769 million (8%) 
- Arts US$608 million (6%) 
 Total US$10.2 billion (100%) 
 
  Source: IEG Sponsorship Report (Media release: 29 December 2003) 
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1.0 Introduction: 
 On 1 July 1999 global sport giant adidas commenced a major sponsorship deal with the 
New Zealand Rugby Football Union (NZRFU).  The contract was estimated to be worth 
NZ$150 million over 5 years (NZ$30 million per annum).  At the heart of the agreement 
was the sponsorship of New Zealand’s national rugby team, the All Blacks, described by 
adidas CEO Robert Louis-Dreyfus as “one of the world’s greatest sporting icons”  (Seline 
1998, p5). 
 
  Jackson et al (2001) report that Louis-Dreyfus held the view that outside of soccer-crazy 
Brazil “no other country links with sport as New Zealand does with rugby and the All 
Blacks” (p190).  Seline (1998) records Louis-Dreyfus as proclaiming that the game of 
rugby at the highest level “has become a sporting spectacle without parallel” (p5).  
Expectations were obviously very high that the All Blacks would add value in an 
exceptional way to the adidas brand through this sponsorship relationship. 
 
  What was the basis for this expectation?  Motion et al (2003) note that “it was the All 
Blacks’ impressive win rate that was the primary brand equity in the NZRFU’s campaign to 
promote the All Blacks to potential sponsors and co-branding partners” (p1087).  Over 
more than a century the All Blacks had won 72% of their games (1998 statistic).  No other 
team in world sport could match such an enduring success record.  (Refer to Figure B.1 
below) 
 
 Figure B.1: The All Blacks Record/Statistics (as at October 1998) 
  
 Results  
 Overall Home Away 
Won  232 (72.7%)  123 (77.8%)  109 (67.7%) 
Drawn  16 (5.0%)  6 (3.8%)  10 (6.2%) 
Lost  71 (22.3%)  29 (18.4%)  42 (26.1%) 
Total Tests  319  158  161 
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Record vs. Key Opponents 
 With all major rivals bar one (South Africa), New Zealand has a positive win – loss ratio, in 
almost all cases overwhelmingly so.  Only the most competitive, top rugby sides are listed 
here: 
 
 Opponent W L D W% 
 Australia 73 30 5 70% 
 British Isles 24 6 2 75% 
 England 17 4 1 75% 
 France 24 8 0 75% 
 Ireland 13 0 1 93% 
 Scotland 18 0 2 90% 
 South Africa 24 24 3 50% 
 Wales 14 3 0 82% 
 World XV 2 1 0 67% 
Source: Seline, 1998, p8 
 
2.0 adidas and the All Black’s Mission Statements and Values (1998): 
 The All Black sponsorship offered adidas the ideal vehicle to achieve their goal of growing 
and dominating the global rugby-apparel market.  Rugby had become a professional sport 
in 1995 and the New Zealand Rugby Football Union had been quick to sign a lucrative 
media agreement with Rupert Murdoch’s Newscorp and Sky Television.  Rugby became a 
global television commodity and the All Blacks were the ultimate sponsorship prize in the 
game. 
 
 In addition to the iconic nature of the All Blacks in world rugby, the vision and values of the 
NZRFU and the All Blacks sat well with adidas.  There was a good fit.  The NZRFU 
mission vision was “to ensure rugby is the most exciting entertainment product for all New 
Zealand and (the All Blacks are) recognised as a leading sports brand worldwide” (Seline, 
1998, p17).  This was complementary to the adidas mission vision “to be the best sports 
brand in the world” (Seline, 1998, p17).  (Refer to Figure B.2 below) 
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Figure B.2: NZRFU and adidas’s 1998 Mission Statements  
NZRFU Mission Vision 
“Our mission is to ensure Rugby is the 
most exciting entertainment product for 
all New Zealand and (the All Blacks are) 
recognized as a leading sports brand 
worldwide”. 
Adidas Mission Vision 
“Our mission is to be the best sports brand in 
the world”. 
Source: Seline, 1998, p17 
 
 Secondly, there was a remarkable similarity in the core values of the two brands.  Louis-
Dreyfus observed: “The values that the All Blacks stand for mirror those of adidas … We 
complement each other so well” (Seline, 1998, p5). 
 
 Figure B.3: adidas Brand Values (1998) 
 • Authentic: The heritage of being the original sports brand. 
 • Inspirational: We have a passion and enthusiasm that inspires. 
 • Inventive: We have new ideas that make a difference. 
 • Committed: We are committed to improving every athlete’s performance. 
 • Genuine: We are trustworthy, honest and real. 
 • Experienced: We are knowledgeable and thoughtful. 
Source: adidas Promotional Material, 1998 
 
 Figure B.4: Official Brand Values of the All Blacks (1998) 
 • Three Core Values: 
  • Excellence 
   The All Blacks are the world’s most successful team.  The All Blacks stand for 
excellence in everything they do, collectively endeavouring to push the bounds of 
the game, sharing a passion and an inner belief that as a team they can achieve the 
extraordinary, often the impossible. 
  • Respect 
   The most complimentary term that can be bestowed upon an All Black.  It is a 
recognition that the All Blacks brand is bigger than any single individual, that 
selected members of the team are privileged to be able to contribute to the legend.  
All members of the team and indeed all rugby followers have respect for the jersey. 
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  • Humility 
   The All Blacks are about deeds not words.  It is left for third persons to determine 
the performance of an All Blacks team, not the team itself.  The All Blacks team is 
the hero, not the individual. 
 
 • Seven Extended Values: 
  • Inspirational 
   The All Blacks take a leadership role in the way the game is played. 
  • Tradition 
   The All Blacks are part of New Zealand society. 
  • Commitment 
   The All Blacks will give their all for the team. 
  • New Zealand Strength 
   The All Blacks have few weaknesses, their success comes from the team strength. 
  • Masculinity 
   The All Blacks epitomize the game of rugby – strength, power, pace and skill. 
  • Teamwork 
   The All Blacks team is the hero – individual powers and personal accolades come a 
distance second. 
  • Power 
   Mental and physical domination of the match. 
Source: Seline, 1998, p16 
 
 Not only was the NZRFU mission and vision synchronous with adidas but so were the All 
Blacks’ values.  (Refer to Figure B.5 below) 
 
 Figure B.5: All Black and adidas Brand Values 
All Blacks adidas 
Excellence Committed, inventive 
Humility Genuine 
Inspirational Inspirational 
Tradition Authentic 
Commitment Committed 
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 This synergy in the partners’ brand values was incorporated into an extensive marketing 
communications campaign leading up to and embracing the 1999 Rugby World Cup 
(staged in the United Kingdom and France).  Broadcast to over 140 countries the RWC 
viewing audience exceeded 3 billion people.  It was won by Australia.  The All Blacks lost 
to South Africa in the play-off for third and fourth place. 
 6
APPENDIX C: Questionnaire 
Appendix C Questionnaire 
RUGBY QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
Introduction and Screening Question 
 
? Good morning/afternoon/evening. 
? I am (………) from the (………) Research Company. 
? Today I am talking to Males and Females 18 years and over about Rugby. 
? Are you in that age group/or is someone else at home in that age group? 
 
Screening Question:    
A0    Are you aware that there will be a Rugby World Cup this year? Yes ? 1 
 No ? 2 
If ‘No’ close interview.    
 
Statement by Researcher 
 
My name is Dave Bibby.  I am currently a Master of Arts student in the Advertising programme 
of the RMIT School of Applied Communication.  My thesis topic is “The relationship between 
Brand Image and Brand Equity in Sports Sponsorship”.  My supervisor is Dr Linda Brennan at 
RMIT. 
 
I am inviting you to participate in my research.  Your participation will involve answering the 
following questions which will take about 15 minutes.  Participation in this research is voluntary 
and you may withdraw at any time.  There is no risk involved. 
 
The data collected will be analysed for my thesis and the results may appear in publications 
over the next five years.  The results will be reported in a manner which does not enable you to 
be identified. 
 
If you have any queries regarding this project please phone me at Auckland 917-9999, extn: 
5814, or Dr Linda Brennan at RMIT University, phone 613-9925 9781. 
 
Thank you sincerely for your help and co-operation. 
 
Rugby Passion 
 
A1 When did you last watch a game of rugby? (Live or on 
television).  (Choose one). 
   
In the last week  ? 1 
In the last month  ? 2 
In the last 6 months  ? 3 
In the past year  ? 4 
Can’t remember  ? 5 
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A2 How would you rate your interest in rugby?  (Choose one).    
Extremely interested  ? 1 
Very interested  ? 2 
Moderately interested  ? 3 
Not very interested  ? 4 
Not at all interested  ? 5 
 
Adidas/All Black Sponsorship 
 
B1 What is the name of New Zealand’s national rugby team?    
 ……………………………………………………… Correct ? 1 
 Incorrect ? 2 
 Don’t 
know 
? 3 
    
B2 Have you heard of the All Blacks? Yes ? 1 
 No ? 2 
    
B3 How would you rate the All Blacks? (Choose one).    
Best rugby team in the world  ? 1 
One of the top 3 rugby teams in the world  ? 2 
One of the best rugby teams in the world  ? 3 
A very good rugby team  ? 4 
Don’t know  ? 5 
    
B4 When you think of the All Blacks, which sponsors come to 
mind?  (Do not prompt.  Probe: Any others?) 
 First 
Mention 
Other 
Mentions 
adidas  1 1 
Ford  2 2 
Telecom  3 3 
Steinlager  4 4 
Air New Zealand  5 5 
Philips  6 6 
Mastercard  7 7 
Weetbix  8 8 
Canterbury  9 9 
Other (specify) ………………………………………………  10 10 
None  11  
Don’t know  12  
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B5 Do you think sponsorship of rugby in New Zealand is a good 
thing? 
   
 Yes ? 1 
 No ? 2 
 Don’t  
know 
? 3 
 Why do you think that way? (Probe).    
 Reasons 1. ………………………………………………    
  2. ………………………………………………    
 3. ………………………………………………    
 4. ………………………………………………    
 5. ………………………………………………    
 
Adidas Brand Profile - Brand Salience 
 
C1  In your opinion what is the 
leading sportswear brand in 
New Zealand? (Do not 
prompt).  (Choose one). 
      
adidas ?     1 
Nike ?     2 
Reebok ?     3 
Puma ?     4 
Slazenger ?     5 
Asics ?     6 
New Balance ?     7 
Converse ?     8 
Canterbury ?     9 
Lotto ?     10 
Other ……………… ?     11 
Don’t know ?     12 
C2  Which of the following 
brands: (tick those that apply). 
 
 
Adidas 
 
 
Nike 
 
 
Reebok 
 
 
Puma 
 
 
Converse 
 
New 
Balance 
Have you heard of? ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ?  5 ? 6 
Do you currently own? ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ?  5 ? 6 
Have you ever owned? ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ?  5 ? 6 
Have you owned in the last 2 
years 
? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ?  5 ? 6 
Have you owned in the last 5 
years 
? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ?  5 ? 6 
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Adidas Brand Profile - Brand Performance 
 
I am now going to read out a series of statements about adidas sports apparel.  For each 
statement please indicate your agreement or disagreement using the following scale, where 1 = 
Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree. 
 
D1 Statements: 
Strongly 
Disagree    
Strongly 
Agree 
Not 
Applicable 
adidas products are well designed  ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
adidas products are well made  ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
adidas products are reliable  ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
adidas products are stylish  ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
adidas products feel good to wear  ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
 
Adidas Brand Profile - Brand Imagery 
 
E1  Statements: 
Strongly 
Disagree    
Strongly 
Agree 
Not 
Applicable 
adidas products are worn by 
people I admire and respect 
 ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
adidas products cost more  ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
adidas products are the best you 
can buy 
 ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
adidas has good products for 
females 
 ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
adidas has good products for 
males 
 ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
adidas products represent good 
value for money 
 ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
adidas products are well 
advertised 
 ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
adidas products are worn by elite 
athletes 
 ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
adidas products are available at a 
convenient location for me 
 ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
adidas is an important sponsor of 
rugby 
 ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
adidas is the brand for winners  ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
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Adidas Brand Profile - Brand Resonance / Equity 
 
 
F1  Statements relating to 
buying sports apparel: Strongly Disagree    
Strongly 
Agree 
Not 
Applicable 
I buy adidas whenever I can  ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
My next sports apparel purchase 
will be adidas 
 ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
Adidas is my preferred sports 
apparel brand 
 ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
Adidas is the only sports apparel 
brand I need 
 ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
Adidas is a brand used by people 
like me 
 ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
I am always interested in learning 
more about adidas 
 ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
I will pay more if I can buy adidas  ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
When I buy sports apparel the 
brand is not important to me 
 ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
I would prefer to buy a little known 
brand of sports apparel if it saved 
me money 
 ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
I would prefer to wait for a sale 
before I bought my favourite brand 
of sports apparel 
 ? 1 ? 2 ? 3 ? 4 ? 5 ? 6 
 
Demographics 
 
The following questions are for classification purposes only to ensure we have a good cross-
section of people.  Your answers will remain anonymous and you will not be individually 
identified. 
 
G1 Are you: Male ? 1 
 Female ? 2 
G2 Could you please tell me which of the following age groups 
you fall into? 
18-24 ? 1 
 25-34 ? 2 
 35-44 ? 3 
 45-54 ? 4 
 55-64 ? 5 
 65-74 ? 6 
 75+ ? 7 
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G3 What is your highest qualification?    
No Qualification  ? 1 
Secondary School Qualification  ? 2 
Vocational Qualification  ? 3 
Bachelor Degree  ? 4 
Higher Degree  ? 5 
 
G4 Which one of these categories best describes your 
occupation? 
   
Legislators, Administrators and Managers  ? 1 
Professionals  ? 2 
Technicians and Associate Professionals  ? 3 
Clerks  ? 4 
Service and Sales Workers  ? 5 
Agriculture and Fishery Workers  ? 6 
Trades Workers  ? 7 
Plant and Machine Operators and Assemblers  ? 8 
Elementary Occupations  ? 9 
Not Elsewhere Included  ? 10 
 
    
G5 Could you give me an idea of your personal income, before 
paying tax? 
   
 Less than $20,001  ? 1 
 Between $20,001 and $25,000  ? 2 
 Between $25,001 and $30,000  ? 3 
 Between $30,001 and $40,000  ? 4 
 Between $40,001 and $50,000  ? 5 
 Between $50,001 and $70,000  ? 6 
 Between $70,001 and $100,000  ? 7 
 Between $100,001 or more  ? 8 
 Not Stated  ? 9 
G6  Is your nationality/residency:    
New Zealander  ? 1 
Other  ? 2 
(Please specify) ………………………………………………    
 
Thank you for your time.  In case you missed it, my name is (………) from the (………) 
Research Company. 
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5.2 Frequency Tables – pre RWC 
 
5.2.1 A0 Screening Question 
 
 
Are you aware that there will be a RWC this year?
200 100.0 100.0 100.0yesValid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 
 
             
 
 
5.2.2 A1-A2 Rugby Passion (pre RWC) 
 
When did you last watch a game of rugby (live or on TV)
65 32.5 32.5 32.5
58 29.0 29.0 61.5
39 19.5 19.5 81.0
14 7.0 7.0 88.0
24 12.0 12.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
In the last week
In the last month
In the last 6 months
In the past year
I can't remember
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 
 
How would you rate your interest in rugby?
47 23.5 23.5 23.5
69 34.5 34.5 58.0
42 21.0 21.0 79.0
19 9.5 9.5 88.5
23 11.5 11.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Extremely interested
Very interested
Moderately interested
Not very interested
Not at all interested
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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5.2.3 B1-B5 adidas/All Black Sponsorship (pre RWC) 
 
What is the name of New Zealand's national rugby team?
192 96.0 96.0 96.0
8 4.0 4.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
All Blacks
Don't know
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Have you heard of the All Blacks?
198 99.0 99.0 99.0
2 1.0 1.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Yes
No
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
How would you rate the All Blacks?
20 10.0 10.1 10.1
150 75.0 75.4 85.4
17 8.5 8.5 94.0
2 1.0 1.0 95.0
10 5.0 5.0 100.0
199 99.5 100.0
1 .5
200 100.0
Best rugby team in the
world
One of the top three
rugby teams in the world
One of the best rugby
teams in the world
A very good rugby team
Don't know
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
When you think of the All Blacks, which sponsors come to mind?
89 44.5 44.7 44.7
16 8.0 8.0 52.8
19 9.5 9.5 62.3
21 10.5 10.6 72.9
2 1.0 1.0 73.9
2 1.0 1.0 74.9
4 2.0 2.0 76.9
3 1.5 1.5 78.4
4 2.0 2.0 80.4
8 4.0 4.0 84.4
13 6.5 6.5 91.0
18 9.0 9.0 100.0
199 99.5 100.0
1 .5
200 100.0
Adidas
Ford
Telecom
Steinlager
Air New Zealand
Philips
Mastercard
Weetbix
Canterbury
Other
None
Don't know
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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22 21.0
10 9.5
14 13.3
37 35.2
4 3.8
4 3.8
9 8.6
12 11.4
12 11.4
7 6.7
1 1.0
105 100.0
Adidas
Ford
Telecom
Steinlager
Air New Zealand
Philips
Mastercard
Weetbix
Canterbury
Other
Don't know
When you think
of the All Blacks
which sponsors
come to mind -
(other mentions)
Total
Count Column %
 
111 55.8
26 13.1
33 16.6
58 29.1
6 3.0
6 3.0
13 6.5
15 7.5
16 8.0
15 7.5
13 6.5
19 9.5
199 100.0
Adidas
Ford
Telecom
Steinlager
Air New Zealand
Philips
Mastercard
Weetbix
Canterbury
Other
None
Don't know
When you think
of the All
Blacks which
sponsors
come to mind -
(all mentions)
Total
Count Column %
 
When you think of the All Blacks, which sponsors come to mind?
185 92.5 92.5 92.5
1 .5 .5 93.0
3 1.5 1.5 94.5
2 1.0 1.0 95.5
1 .5 .5 96.0
1 .5 .5 96.5
1 .5 .5 97.0
2 1.0 1.0 98.0
3 1.5 1.5 99.5
1 .5 .5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
 
Cadbury
Coca cola
heiniken
Mitsubishi
n/a
Nike
None
Visa
Vodafone
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Do you think sponsorship of rugby in New Zealand is a good thing?
160 80.0 80.0 80.0
7 3.5 3.5 83.5
33 16.5 16.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Yes
No
Don't know
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Why do you think that way?   
  
? 1.Too many pros & cons 2.since it’s professional 
? A form of advertising.  Raise funds 
? Advertising 
? because it helps players from the top to grass root level in terms of uniforms and etc.. 
? Because it is now very professional and as a result needs sponsorship 
? Because of the lack of funding that goes towards the game.  The sponsorship is needed. 
? because sponsorship is essential for players to give 100% towards training. 
? Brings financial benefits for both the team and the sponsor 
? Brings funds for the team 
? brings in funding for NZ rugby. 
? brings in much needed funding in New Zealand. 
? Brings more funding into the sport 
? Competition vs. other countries, players vs. consumer benefits 
? Encourages youngsters, enables world class competition for NZ and gets it televised 
? Exposure through the game 
? Finance.  Advertising 
? finances the players and helps the rugby community as a whole. 
? finances the team. 
? Financially 
? for the good of the game. 
? funding for the team and promotes the game. 
? Funds collection 
? Game gets better promotion 
? gives funding for the game. 
? Gives funding to both the players and the game 
? gives players more incentive to play. 
? Good for NZ’s image 
? Good for the economy.  Puts money into game.  Promotes young talent. 
? Good of the game.  Brings in funding for the game. 
? Good to promote NZ companies.  Where else are they going to get money from? 
? Good way to do advertisement 
? Good way to get money to support the team 
? Grass roots rugby 
? Helps funding 
? helps players concentrate on the game, without having to worry about working for a living. 
? Helps players get more time to play rugby than have to work for a living. 
? Helps promote the game as well as generate the economy. 
? helps the players financially. 
? helps to fund rugby at all levels of the game. 
? helps to retain players in New Zealanders through incentives. 
? Higher profile 
? I guess its good for the game 
? I think it takes the game to the 21st century. 
? If there has to be professionalism it has to be paid for 
? Improves the game 
? incentivises the players. 
? Increase the brand awareness of the sponsor’s product.  Can provide funds for the team 
? It advertises NZ around the world, and promotes NZ’s image. 
? it brings in money. 
? It brings money into rugby, it promotes the game. 
? it creates a high profile for NZ rugby. 
? it funds New Zealand’s rugby development. 
? It gets more money and the game is more professional now. 
? It gives the teams extra incentive to perform, but does not necessarily put the money back to the 
rugby community/grass root levels 
? It helps NZ get in to the world market. 
? It helps the development of the game. 
? it helps the players concentrate on the playing the game. 
? it helps with funding. 
? it is good for the game and supports the players. 
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? it is very much a profession in this day and age and needs sponsorship to survive. 
? It is very popular, there is a lot of interest and players give their best 
? It makes the game popular and fun to watch. 
? it makes the game popular overseas. Also promotes New Zealand worldwide. 
? it paves the way to improve the game. 
? it promotes NZ overseas and rugby. 
? It promotes the game overseas.  Good for NZ image 
? It promotes the game worldwide 
? It promotes the game, by supporting players with funding. 
? It promotes the sport, however there are ethical concerns with corporate being great 
? it provides funding for not just the all blacks but in to the rugby community. 
? It provides funding for players and gives more incentive to play. 
? it provides funding. Supports the rugby community. 
? it raises funds, helps out NZ rugby 
? it supports grassroots level rugby. 
? it takes a lot of weight off the shoulders of rugby players. 
? It’s good because it gives money to the game and players. 
? Its just good, makes it popular. 
? Its not important 
? Its not that important 
? Makes the game popular and brings money 
? makes the game popular with youth by associating with youthful brands. 
? More funds and a good way to develop brand name 
? More money for developing the sport 
? No sponsor, no game 
? Not too clear on it.  It is a good thing but has its drawbacks. 
? NZ culture 
? Players can concentrate on the game 
? Promote the game 
? Promotes the game and provides more incentive to play 
? Promotes the game worldwide. 
? promotes the game. 
? provides financial backing and promotes the game 
? Provides funding for not just the all blacks but also smaller teams in terms of uniforms and things 
like that. 
? provides funding for rugby 
? provides funding for the players. 
? provides incentives for players. 
? provides money. 
? provides much needed funding for rugby in NZ. 
? provides much needed funding for the players and incentives. Also helps at grassroots level. 
? provides the funding needed by players and allows them concentrate on playing rugby. 
? Puts in a lot of funding towards the players and the most of all the game. 
? Puts money into making the game popular.  Good of the game. 
? puts money into the game. 
? Puts money into the rugby community in forms of uniforms and stuff 
? puts money into the rugby community. 
? Raise funds 
? Raise money 
? Raises money for the team 
? Required funding to improve the sport throughout NZ 
? Salaries for players 
? Shows national support 
? Smaller unions can’t participate 
? so that the player would not have to work. 
? sponsorship is good for the game. 
? supports the game and players. 
? supports the players with funding and incentives also overflows into rugby at grass root level. 
? the game is a profession and sponsorship is essential for the good of the game. 
? The game is more professional now and sponsorship is necessary. 
? the involved businesses gain profit and as a result can help develop the economy. 
? The players and ? rganizations get money 
? The professional games and competitions need money 
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? there are also negatives but in this professional era sponsorship is essential. 
? there are pros and cons but in an age of professionalism, sponsorship is essential for the game. 
? There is nothing bad about it 
? They are able to get more time training because they would not have to work for a living. 
? They can concentrate on the game rather than having to earn a living. 
? They need the money for good coaching, vehicles etc 
? though it promotes the sponsor, more importantly it promotes the game. 
? Though the game has turned into a business, its hard to decide on whether it really is a good 
thing or not, but hard to go against it. 
? To create cash flow.  To help keep top players in NZ.  To keep us competitive with other 
countries.  It’s a professional sport 
? To make money 
? Too many pros & cons of the game being professional.  Since it is professional sponsorship is 
necessary. 
? Yes because all other countries have sponsors and we are now in a professional era. 
? You need financial backing.  It advertises NZ around the world 
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5.2.4 C1-C2 adidas Brand profile – Brand Salience (pre RWC) 
 
In your opinion what is the leading sportswear brand in New Zealand?
89 44.5 44.5 44.5
62 31.0 31.0 75.5
2 1.0 1.0 76.5
1 .5 .5 77.0
30 15.0 15.0 92.0
1 .5 .5 92.5
15 7.5 7.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Adidas
Nike
Reebok
Puma
Converse
Lotto
Other
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
197 99.5
193 97.5
191 96.5
194 98.0
90 45.5
76 38.4
198 100.0
Adidas
Nike
Reebok
Puma
Converse
New Balance
Which of the
following
brands have
you heard
of?
Total
Count Column %
 
 
151 88.8
139 81.8
61 35.9
40 23.5
24 14.1
20 11.8
170 100.0
Adidas
Nike
Reebok
Puma
Converse
New Balance
Which of the
following
brands to
you currently
own?
Total
Count Column %
 
159 89.3
151 84.8
108 60.7
87 48.9
31 17.4
28 15.7
178 100.0
Adidas
Nike
Reebok
Puma
Converse
New Balance
Which of the
following brands
have you ever
owned?
Total
Count Column %
 
156 89.1
148 84.6
116 66.3
83 47.4
26 14.9
21 12.0
175 100.0
Adidas
Nike
Reebok
Puma
Converse
New Balance
Which of the
following brands
have you owned
in last 2 yrs?
Total
Count Column %
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154 90.1
147 86.0
120 70.2
93 54.4
29 17.0
23 13.5
171 100.0
Adidas
Nike
Reebok
Puma
Converse
New Balance
Which of the
following brands
have you owned
in last 5yrs?
Total
Count Column %
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5.2.5 D1 adidas Brand profile – Brand Performance (pre RWC) 
Adidas products are well designed
1 .5 .5 .5
40 20.0 20.0 20.5
108 54.0 54.0 74.5
43 21.5 21.5 96.0
8 4.0 4.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas products are well made
1 .5 .5 .5
34 17.0 17.0 17.5
120 60.0 60.0 77.5
39 19.5 19.5 97.0
6 3.0 3.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas products are reliable
1 .5 .5 .5
27 13.5 13.5 14.0
111 55.5 55.5 69.5
54 27.0 27.0 96.5
7 3.5 3.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas products are stylish
1 .5 .5 .5
5 2.5 2.5 3.0
41 20.5 20.5 23.5
86 43.0 43.0 66.5
58 29.0 29.0 95.5
9 4.5 4.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Adidas products feel good to wear
1 .5 .5 .5
24 12.0 12.1 12.6
89 44.5 44.7 57.3
67 33.5 33.7 91.0
18 9.0 9.0 100.0
199 99.5 100.0
1 .5
200 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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5.2.6 E1 adidas Brand profile – Brand Imagery (pre RWC) 
 
Adidas products are worn by people I admire and respect
21 10.5 10.5 10.5
16 8.0 8.0 18.5
59 29.5 29.5 48.0
70 35.0 35.0 83.0
16 8.0 8.0 91.0
18 9.0 9.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 
 
Adidas products cost more
11 5.5 5.5 5.5
76 38.0 38.0 43.5
82 41.0 41.0 84.5
17 8.5 8.5 93.0
14 7.0 7.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Disagree
Neither agree
nor disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 
 
Adidas products are the best you can buy
11 5.5 5.5 5.5
32 16.0 16.0 21.5
103 51.5 51.5 73.0
40 20.0 20.0 93.0
14 7.0 7.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas has good products for females
2 1.0 1.0 1.0
7 3.5 3.5 4.5
69 34.5 34.5 39.0
81 40.5 40.5 79.5
6 3.0 3.0 82.5
35 17.5 17.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Adidas has good products for males
1 .5 .5 .5
6 3.0 3.0 3.5
62 31.0 31.0 34.5
100 50.0 50.0 84.5
18 9.0 9.0 93.5
13 6.5 6.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas products represent good value for money
6 3.0 3.0 3.0
5 2.5 2.5 5.5
77 38.5 38.5 44.0
92 46.0 46.0 90.0
7 3.5 3.5 93.5
13 6.5 6.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas products are well advertised
1 .5 .5 .5
36 18.0 18.0 18.5
107 53.5 53.5 72.0
46 23.0 23.0 95.0
10 5.0 5.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Disagree
Neither agree
nor disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas products are worn by elite athletes
2 1.0 1.0 1.0
3 1.5 1.5 2.5
106 53.0 53.0 55.5
57 28.5 28.5 84.0
18 9.0 9.0 93.0
14 7.0 7.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Adidas products are available at a convenient location for me
3 1.5 1.5 1.5
21 10.5 10.5 12.0
84 42.0 42.0 54.0
80 40.0 40.0 94.0
12 6.0 6.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Disagree
Neither agree
nor disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas is an important sponsor of rugby
1 .5 .5 .5
2 1.0 1.0 1.5
45 22.5 22.5 24.0
67 33.5 33.5 57.5
61 30.5 30.5 88.0
24 12.0 12.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas is the brand for winners
5 2.5 2.5 2.5
6 3.0 3.0 5.5
106 53.0 53.0 58.5
39 19.5 19.5 78.0
6 3.0 3.0 81.0
38 19.0 19.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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5.2.7 F1 adidas Brand profile – Brand Resonance/Equity (pre RWC) 
I buy Adidas whenever I can
28 14.0 14.1 14.1
51 25.5 25.6 39.7
93 46.5 46.7 86.4
16 8.0 8.0 94.5
3 1.5 1.5 96.0
8 4.0 4.0 100.0
199 99.5 100.0
1 .5
200 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
My next sports apparel purchase will be Adidas
29 14.5 14.6 14.6
48 24.0 24.1 38.7
69 34.5 34.7 73.4
8 4.0 4.0 77.4
3 1.5 1.5 78.9
42 21.0 21.1 100.0
199 99.5 100.0
1 .5
200 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas is my preferred sports apparel brand
22 11.0 11.1 11.1
62 31.0 31.2 42.2
82 41.0 41.2 83.4
17 8.5 8.5 92.0
4 2.0 2.0 94.0
12 6.0 6.0 100.0
199 99.5 100.0
1 .5
200 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Adidas is the only sports apparel brand I need
49 24.5 24.6 24.6
82 41.0 41.2 65.8
54 27.0 27.1 93.0
3 1.5 1.5 94.5
1 .5 .5 95.0
10 5.0 5.0 100.0
199 99.5 100.0
1 .5
200 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas is a brand used by people like me
12 6.0 6.0 6.0
50 25.0 25.1 31.2
79 39.5 39.7 70.9
36 18.0 18.1 88.9
3 1.5 1.5 90.5
19 9.5 9.5 100.0
199 99.5 100.0
1 .5
200 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 
I am always interested in learning more about Adidas
33 16.5 16.7 16.7
57 28.5 28.8 45.5
72 36.0 36.4 81.8
17 8.5 8.6 90.4
5 2.5 2.5 92.9
14 7.0 7.1 100.0
198 99.0 100.0
2 1.0
200 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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I will pay more if I can buy Adidas
76 38.0 38.2 38.2
69 34.5 34.7 72.9
36 18.0 18.1 91.0
10 5.0 5.0 96.0
1 .5 .5 96.5
7 3.5 3.5 100.0
199 99.5 100.0
1 .5
200 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
When I buy sports apparrel the brand is not important to me
11 5.5 5.5 5.5
53 26.5 26.6 32.2
73 36.5 36.7 68.8
37 18.5 18.6 87.4
17 8.5 8.5 96.0
8 4.0 4.0 100.0
199 99.5 100.0
1 .5
200 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
I would prefer to buy a little known brand of sports apparel if it saved me money
8 4.0 4.0 4.0
50 25.0 25.1 29.1
65 32.5 32.7 61.8
57 28.5 28.6 90.5
12 6.0 6.0 96.5
7 3.5 3.5 100.0
199 99.5 100.0
1 .5
200 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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I would prefer to wait for a sale before I bought my favourite brand of sports apparel
8 4.0 4.0 4.0
31 15.5 15.6 19.6
46 23.0 23.1 42.7
72 36.0 36.2 78.9
34 17.0 17.1 96.0
8 4.0 4.0 100.0
199 99.5 100.0
1 .5
200 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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5.2.8 G1 – G6 Demographics (pre RWC) 
 
Gender
110 55.0 55.3 55.3
89 44.5 44.7 100.0
199 99.5 100.0
1 .5
200 100.0
Male
Female
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Age group
39 19.5 19.7 19.7
46 23.0 23.2 42.9
55 27.5 27.8 70.7
35 17.5 17.7 88.4
10 5.0 5.1 93.4
10 5.0 5.1 98.5
3 1.5 1.5 100.0
198 99.0 100.0
2 1.0
200 100.0
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-74
75+
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Highest Qualification
1 .5 .5 .5
43 21.5 21.8 22.3
52 26.0 26.4 48.7
72 36.0 36.5 85.3
29 14.5 14.7 100.0
197 98.5 100.0
3 1.5
200 100.0
No Qualification
Secondary School
Qualification
Vocational Qualification
Bachelor Degree
Higher Degree
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Occupation
25 12.5 12.6 12.6
44 22.0 22.1 34.7
12 6.0 6.0 40.7
22 11.0 11.1 51.8
12 6.0 6.0 57.8
15 7.5 7.5 65.3
1 .5 .5 65.8
68 34.0 34.2 100.0
199 99.5 100.0
1 .5
200 100.0
Legislators,
Administrators, Managers
Professionals
Technicians and
Associate Professionals
Clerk
Service and Sales
Workers
Trades Workers
Plant and Machine
Operators and
Assemblers
No elsewhere included
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Personal income - before tax
28 14.0 14.1 14.1
5 2.5 2.5 16.7
8 4.0 4.0 20.7
36 18.0 18.2 38.9
35 17.5 17.7 56.6
23 11.5 11.6 68.2
2 1.0 1.0 69.2
4 2.0 2.0 71.2
57 28.5 28.8 100.0
198 99.0 100.0
2 1.0
200 100.0
Less than $20,001
$20,001-$25,000
$25,001 - $30,000
$30,001 - $40,000
$40,001 - $50,000
$50,001 - $70,000
$70,001 - $100,000
More than $100,000
not stated
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Is your nationality/residency:
159 79.5 80.7 80.7
38 19.0 19.3 100.0
197 98.5 100.0
3 1.5
200 100.0
New Zealander
Other
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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5.3 Frequency Tables – post RWC 
 
5.3.1 A0 Screening Question 
 
 
Are you aware that there will be a RWC this year?
200 100.0 100.0 100.0yesValid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 
             
 
 
5.3.2 A1-A2 Rugby Passion (post RWC) 
 
 
When did you last watch a game of rugby (live or on TV)
157 78.5 78.5 78.5
32 16.0 16.0 94.5
3 1.5 1.5 96.0
8 4.0 4.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
In the last week
In the last month
In the last 6 months
I can't remember
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 
 
How would you rate your interest in rugby?
22 11.0 11.0 11.0
53 26.5 26.5 37.5
99 49.5 49.5 87.0
20 10.0 10.0 97.0
6 3.0 3.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Extremely interested
Very interested
Moderately interested
Not very interested
Not at all interested
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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5.3.3 B1-B5 adidas/All Black Sponsorship (post RWC) 
 
What is the name of New Zealand's national rugby team?
199 99.5 99.5 99.5
1 .5 .5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
All Blacks
Incorrect
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Have you heard of the All Blacks?
198 99.0 99.0 99.0
2 1.0 1.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Yes
No
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
How would you rate the All Blacks?
40 20.0 20.0 20.0
75 37.5 37.5 57.5
63 31.5 31.5 89.0
13 6.5 6.5 95.5
9 4.5 4.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Best rugby team in the
world
One of the top three
rugby teams in the world
One of the best rugby
teams in the world
A very good rugby team
Don't know
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
When you think of the All Blacks, which sponsors come to mind?
83 41.5 42.3 42.3
11 5.5 5.6 48.0
25 12.5 12.8 60.7
28 14.0 14.3 75.0
4 2.0 2.0 77.0
3 1.5 1.5 78.6
1 .5 .5 79.1
2 1.0 1.0 80.1
3 1.5 1.5 81.6
10 5.0 5.1 86.7
2 1.0 1.0 87.8
24 12.0 12.2 100.0
196 98.0 100.0
4 2.0
200 100.0
Adidas
Ford
Telecom
Steinlager
Air New Zealand
Philips
Mastercard
Weetbix
Canterbury
Other
None
Don't know
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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10 9.1
3 2.7
36 32.7
15 13.6
22 20.0
3 2.7
16 14.5
20 18.2
7 6.4
20 18.2
110 100.0
Adidas
Ford
Telecom
Steinlager
Air New Zealand
Philips
Mastercard
Weetbix
Canterbury
Other
When you
think of
the All
Blacks
which
sponsors
come to
mind
Total
Count Column %
 
93 46.5
14 7.0
61 30.5
43 21.5
26 13.0
6 3.0
17 8.5
22 11.0
10 5.0
30 15.0
2 1.0
24 12.0
200 100.0
Adidas
Ford
Telecom
Steinlager
Air New Zealand
Philips
Mastercard
Weetbix
Canterbury
Other
None
Don't know
When you
think of
the All
Blacks
which
sponsors
come to
mind
Total
Count Column %
 
 
Do you think sponsorship of rugby in New Zealand is a good thing?
150 75.0 75.0 75.0
2 1.0 1.0 76.0
48 24.0 24.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Yes
No
Don't know
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 
Why do you think that way 
 
? A bit more money to throw around 
? Advertisement, Money 
? All sport requires sponsorship, keeps people interested 
? Because they need the cash 
? Benefit the team in the long run 
? Big advertisements good for the sponsoring companies 
? Brings the country together, confidence, financial backing 
? Destroys major clubs 
? Develops a good reputation for the brand 
? Encourage players to play, Money 
? Encouragement to youngsters, Career Bldg. 
? Every sport needs it 
? Expensive so somebody has to sponsor 
? Fame, Prosperity 
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? Finances 
? Financial Backing, Loyalty, sport to economy 
? Financial Reasons 
? Financial Stability 
? Financial Stability, Important part of the team 
? Financial support to the team 
? Financially happy 
? For Money 
? For players to play 
? For the Money 
? Funds Team Uniforms & Public Image 
? Generates Income, Awareness 
? Get more money for the training of the team 
? Gives Financial Backing 
? Gives money to the team 
? Gives team uniforms & ups the competition 
? Gives the money to play harder 
? Gives the team more financial support 
? Good audience to watch the game 
? Good for Rugby 
? Good for Sport, Money 
? Good for the business & supports the business 
? Good for the business& team, financial backing 
? Good for the game 
? Good for the game, increases interest 
? Good for the players 
? Good for the players, they can concentrate more 
? Good for the sport 
? Good for the Sport 
? Good for the sport and the players 
? Good for the sport, encouragement 
? Good for the team 
? Good money for both the team & brand 
? Good money for the team 
? Good money forth sport, developing brand reputation 
? Good Pass time, sport 
? Good to watch 
? Good uniforms for the players 
? Good way to build the team 
? Good way to establish the brand 
? Great for the team 
? Great way to support the team 
? Has to be unfortunately 
? Have to be to get money 
? Help’s the team 
? Helps to build the team 
? Helps to improve the team 
? Helps to view live telecast, Benefits players 
? Important to any sports team 
? It can help to develop the team 
? It can provide more money to support the team 
? It’s a good game 
? It’s a professional sport, Beneficial for up-comers 
? It’s our National Game 
? Kiwis love the game 
? Lots of Interested people 
? Make the game more ? ecognized 
? Make the game popular 
? Makes rugby popular in NZ 
? Makes the boys look so good on the field-uniforms 
? Makes the team popular 
? Money 
? Money for bettering the team 
 24
Appendix D Frequency Tables 
? Money to both the teams and players 
? Money, backing up players travel 
? Money, Fame & Good for sport, Money, Good for the sport 
? National Sport, Gets team to international level 
? Necessary Nowadays 
? Need the money to pay the boys 
? Needs to keep the sport & players going. 
? Pays the players to play 
? People enjoy it 
? People love it 
? People love the game 
? Players require money 
? Players without sponsorship would struggle financially 
? Professional Game 
? Promote Rugby in NZ 
? Promotes Rugby 
? Promotes the game 
? Promotes the game in NZ 
? Promotes the sport 
? Provides funding & good publicity 
? Recognition to the world 
? Rugby brings the country together 
? Should promote other sports and not rugby 
? Shows support & get them overseas 
? Someone has to sponsor 
? Something to fall back on 
? Sponsor gets a good mileage 
? Sponsorship is good for any team 
? Sponsorship required to keep the sport going. 
? Sports Development 
? Stability to the team 
? Supports the team 
? Teams will appreciate it and supports them 
? They will be able to be a competitive team 
? To publicise with the youth 
? To retain the boys here 
? Where else would the money come from? 
? Without the sponsors the team wouldn’t have been there 
? World Recognition 
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5.3.4 C1-C2 adidas Brand profile – Brand Salience (post RWC) 
 
 
In your opinion what is the leading sportswear brand in New Zealand?
69 34.5 34.5 34.5
92 46.0 46.0 80.5
5 2.5 2.5 83.0
1 .5 .5 83.5
1 .5 .5 84.0
18 9.0 9.0 93.0
14 7.0 7.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Adidas
Nike
Reebok
Slazenger
New Balance
Converse
Other
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
200 100.0
196 98.0
193 96.5
186 93.0
131 65.5
113 56.5
200 100.0
Adidas
Nike
Reebok
Puma
Converse
New Balance
Which of the
following
brands have
you heard
of?
Total
Count Column %
 
 
 
77 53.8
92 64.3
54 37.8
30 21.0
41 28.7
29 20.3
143 100.0
Adidas
Nike
Reebok
Puma
Converse
New Balance
Which of the
following
brands to
you currently
own?
Total
Count Column %
 
98 62.4
97 61.8
83 52.9
51 32.5
47 29.9
32 20.4
157 100.0
Adidas
Nike
Reebok
Puma
Converse
New Balance
Which of the
following brands
have you ever
owned?
Total
Count Column %
 
86 57.7
97 65.1
72 48.3
39 26.2
33 22.1
29 19.5
149 100.0
Adidas
Nike
Reebok
Puma
Converse
New Balance
Which of the
following brands
have you owned
in last 2 yrs?
Total
Count Column %
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87 55.4
92 58.6
70 44.6
43 27.4
37 23.6
30 19.1
157 100.0
Adidas
Nike
Reebok
Puma
Converse
New Balance
Which of the
following brands
have you owned
in last 5yrs?
Total
Count Column %
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5.3.5 D1 adidas Brand profile – Brand Performance (post RWC) 
 
Adidas products are well designed
1 .5 .5 .5
4 2.0 2.0 2.5
29 14.5 14.6 17.1
105 52.5 52.8 69.8
46 23.0 23.1 93.0
14 7.0 7.0 100.0
199 99.5 100.0
1 .5
200 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas products are well made
4 2.0 2.0 2.0
35 17.5 17.5 19.5
115 57.5 57.5 77.0
28 14.0 14.0 91.0
18 9.0 9.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Disagree
Neither agree
nor disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas products are reliable
3 1.5 1.5 1.5
30 15.0 15.0 16.5
107 53.5 53.5 70.0
38 19.0 19.0 89.0
22 11.0 11.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Disagree
Neither agree
nor disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas products are stylish
13 6.5 6.5 6.5
26 13.0 13.0 19.5
108 54.0 54.0 73.5
40 20.0 20.0 93.5
13 6.5 6.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Disagree
Neither agree
nor disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Adidas products feel good to wear
5 2.5 2.5 2.5
26 13.0 13.0 15.5
93 46.5 46.5 62.0
39 19.5 19.5 81.5
37 18.5 18.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Disagree
Neither agree
nor disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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5.3.6 E1 adidas Brand profile – Brand Imagery (post RWC) 
 
 
Adidas products are worn by people I admire and respect
6 3.0 3.0 3.0
15 7.5 7.5 10.5
50 25.0 25.0 35.5
75 37.5 37.5 73.0
39 19.5 19.5 92.5
15 7.5 7.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas products cost more
2 1.0 1.0 1.0
12 6.0 6.0 7.0
34 17.0 17.0 24.0
97 48.5 48.5 72.5
34 17.0 17.0 89.5
21 10.5 10.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas products are the best you can buy
4 2.0 2.0 2.0
49 24.5 24.5 26.5
69 34.5 34.5 61.0
42 21.0 21.0 82.0
19 9.5 9.5 91.5
17 8.5 8.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas has good products for females
1 .5 .5 .5
7 3.5 3.5 4.0
39 19.5 19.5 23.5
90 45.0 45.0 68.5
25 12.5 12.5 81.0
38 19.0 19.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Adidas has good products for males
2 1.0 1.0 1.0
29 14.5 14.5 15.5
117 58.5 58.5 74.0
24 12.0 12.0 86.0
28 14.0 14.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Disagree
Neither agree
nor disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas products represent good value for money
4 2.0 2.0 2.0
10 5.0 5.0 7.0
45 22.5 22.5 29.5
94 47.0 47.0 76.5
26 13.0 13.0 89.5
21 10.5 10.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas products are well advertised
2 1.0 1.0 1.0
8 4.0 4.0 5.0
24 12.0 12.0 17.0
120 60.0 60.0 77.0
37 18.5 18.5 95.5
9 4.5 4.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas products are worn by elite athletes
2 1.0 1.0 1.0
3 1.5 1.5 2.5
27 13.5 13.5 16.0
103 51.5 51.5 67.5
48 24.0 24.0 91.5
17 8.5 8.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Adidas products are available at a convenient location for me
5 2.5 2.5 2.5
24 12.0 12.0 14.5
104 52.0 52.0 66.5
48 24.0 24.0 90.5
19 9.5 9.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Disagree
Neither agree
nor disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas is an important sponsor of rugby
1 .5 .5 .5
1 .5 .5 1.0
47 23.5 23.5 24.5
90 45.0 45.0 69.5
49 24.5 24.5 94.0
12 6.0 6.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas is the brand for winners
12 6.0 6.0 6.0
28 14.0 14.0 20.0
56 28.0 28.0 48.0
48 24.0 24.0 72.0
36 18.0 18.0 90.0
20 10.0 10.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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5.3.7 F1 adidas Brand profile – Brand Resonance/Equity (post RWC) 
 
I buy Adidas whenever I can
27 13.5 13.5 13.5
64 32.0 32.0 45.5
23 11.5 11.5 57.0
31 15.5 15.5 72.5
31 15.5 15.5 88.0
24 12.0 12.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
My next sports apparel purchase will be Adidas
20 10.0 10.0 10.0
48 24.0 24.0 34.0
73 36.5 36.5 70.5
34 17.0 17.0 87.5
10 5.0 5.0 92.5
15 7.5 7.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas is my preferred sports apparel brand
18 9.0 9.0 9.0
54 27.0 27.0 36.0
49 24.5 24.5 60.5
58 29.0 29.0 89.5
11 5.5 5.5 95.0
10 5.0 5.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas is the only sports apparel brand I need
26 13.0 13.0 13.0
85 42.5 42.5 55.5
45 22.5 22.5 78.0
21 10.5 10.5 88.5
11 5.5 5.5 94.0
12 6.0 6.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Adidas is a brand used by people like me
17 8.5 8.5 8.5
24 12.0 12.0 20.5
60 30.0 30.0 50.5
63 31.5 31.5 82.0
18 9.0 9.0 91.0
18 9.0 9.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 
I am always interested in learning more about Adidas
22 11.0 11.0 11.0
68 34.0 34.0 45.0
38 19.0 19.0 64.0
46 23.0 23.0 87.0
14 7.0 7.0 94.0
12 6.0 6.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
I will pay more if I can buy Adidas
33 16.5 16.5 16.5
63 31.5 31.5 48.0
38 19.0 19.0 67.0
30 15.0 15.0 82.0
20 10.0 10.0 92.0
16 8.0 8.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
When I buy sports apparrel the brand is not important to me
8 4.0 4.0 4.0
48 24.0 24.0 28.0
48 24.0 24.0 52.0
67 33.5 33.5 85.5
23 11.5 11.5 97.0
6 3.0 3.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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I would prefer to buy a little known brand of sports apparel if it saved me money
5 2.5 2.5 2.5
24 12.0 12.0 14.5
31 15.5 15.5 30.0
99 49.5 49.5 79.5
32 16.0 16.0 95.5
9 4.5 4.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
would prefer to wait for a sale before I bought my favourite brand of sports apparel
1 .5 .5 .5
20 10.0 10.0 10.5
32 16.0 16.0 26.5
97 48.5 48.5 75.0
43 21.5 21.5 96.5
7 3.5 3.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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5.3.8 G1 – G6 Demographics (post RWC) 
 
Gender
113 56.5 56.5 56.5
87 43.5 43.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Male
Female
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Age group
39 19.5 19.5 19.5
57 28.5 28.5 48.0
47 23.5 23.5 71.5
29 14.5 14.5 86.0
9 4.5 4.5 90.5
6 3.0 3.0 93.5
13 6.5 6.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-74
75+
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Highest Qualification
6 3.0 3.0 3.0
53 26.5 26.6 29.6
26 13.0 13.1 42.7
98 49.0 49.2 92.0
16 8.0 8.0 100.0
199 99.5 100.0
1 .5
200 100.0
No Qualification
Secondary School
Qualification
Vocational Qualification
Bachelor Degree
Higher Degree
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 36
Appendix D Frequency Tables 
Occupation
23 11.5 11.5 11.5
27 13.5 13.5 25.0
27 13.5 13.5 38.5
10 5.0 5.0 43.5
30 15.0 15.0 58.5
8 4.0 4.0 62.5
4 2.0 2.0 64.5
2 1.0 1.0 65.5
2 1.0 1.0 66.5
67 33.5 33.5 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Legislators,
Administrators, Managers
Professionals
Technicians and
Associate Professionals
Clerk
Service and Sales
Workers
Agriculture and Fishery
Workers
Trades Workers
Plant and Machine
Operators and
Assemblers
Elementary Occupations
No elsewhere included
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Personal income - before tax
34 17.0 17.0 17.0
16 8.0 8.0 25.0
26 13.0 13.0 38.0
32 16.0 16.0 54.0
14 7.0 7.0 61.0
9 4.5 4.5 65.5
6 3.0 3.0 68.5
3 1.5 1.5 70.0
60 30.0 30.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
Less than $20,001
$20,001-$25,000
$25,001 - $30,000
$30,001 - $40,000
$40,001 - $50,000
$50,001 - $70,000
$70,001 - $100,000
More than $100,000
not stated
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Is your nationality/residency:
176 88.0 88.0 88.0
24 12.0 12.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0
New Zealander
Other
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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5.4 Frequency Tables – combined 
 
5.4.1 A0 Screening Question 
 
Are you aware that there will be a RWC this year?
400 100.0 100.0 100.0yesValid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 
             
 
 
5.4.2 A1-A2 Rugby Passion (combined results) 
 
When did you last watch a game of rugby (live or on TV)
222 55.5 55.5 55.5
90 22.5 22.5 78.0
42 10.5 10.5 88.5
14 3.5 3.5 92.0
32 8.0 8.0 100.0
400 100.0 100.0
In the last week
In the last month
In the last 6 months
In the past year
I can't remember
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 
 
How would you rate your interest in rugby?
69 17.3 17.3 17.3
122 30.5 30.5 47.8
141 35.3 35.3 83.0
39 9.8 9.8 92.8
29 7.2 7.2 100.0
400 100.0 100.0
Extremely interested
Very interested
Moderately interested
Not very interested
Not at all interested
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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5.4.3 B1-B5 adidas/All Black Sponsorship (combined results) 
 
What is the name of New Zealand's national rugby team?
391 97.8 97.8 97.8
1 .3 .3 98.0
8 2.0 2.0 100.0
400 100.0 100.0
All Blacks
Incorrect
Don't know
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Have you heard of the All Blacks?
396 99.0 99.0 99.0
4 1.0 1.0 100.0
400 100.0 100.0
Yes
No
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
How would you rate the All Blacks?
60 15.0 15.0 15.0
225 56.3 56.4 71.4
80 20.0 20.1 91.5
15 3.8 3.8 95.2
19 4.8 4.8 100.0
399 99.8 100.0
1 .3
400 100.0
Best rugby team in the
world
One of the top three
rugby teams in the world
One of the best rugby
teams in the world
A very good rugby team
Don't know
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
  
When you think of the All Blacks, which sponsors come to mind?
172 43.0 43.5 43.5
27 6.8 6.8 50.4
44 11.0 11.1 61.5
49 12.3 12.4 73.9
6 1.5 1.5 75.4
5 1.3 1.3 76.7
5 1.3 1.3 78.0
5 1.3 1.3 79.2
7 1.8 1.8 81.0
18 4.5 4.6 85.6
15 3.8 3.8 89.4
42 10.5 10.6 100.0
395 98.8 100.0
5 1.3
400 100.0
Adidas
Ford
Telecom
Steinlager
Air New Zealand
Philips
Mastercard
Weetbix
Canterbury
Other
None
Don't know
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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204 51.1
40 10.0
94 23.6
101 25.3
32 8.0
12 3.0
30 7.5
37 9.3
26 6.5
45 11.3
15 3.8
43 10.8
399 100.0
Adidas
Ford
Telecom
Steinlager
Air New Zealand
Philips
Mastercard
Weetbix
Canterbury
Other
None
Don't know
When you
think of
the All
Blacks
which
sponsors
come to
mind
Total
Count Column %
 
 
When you think of the All Blacks, which sponsors come to mind?
385 96.3 96.3 96.3
1 .3 .3 96.5
3 .8 .8 97.3
2 .5 .5 97.8
1 .3 .3 98.0
1 .3 .3 98.3
1 .3 .3 98.5
2 .5 .5 99.0
3 .8 .8 99.8
1 .3 .3 100.0
400 100.0 100.0
 
Cadbury
Coca cola
heiniken
Mitsubishi
n/a
Nike
None
Visa
Vodafone
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 
 
Do you think sponsorship of rugby in New Zealand is a good thing?
310 77.5 77.5 77.5
9 2.3 2.3 79.8
81 20.3 20.3 100.0
400 100.0 100.0
Yes
No
Don't know
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 
Why do you think that way?   
 
? 1.Too many pros & cons2.since it's professional 
? A bit more money to throw around 
? A form of advertising.  Raise funds 
? Advertisement, Money 
? Advertising 
? All sport requires sponsorship, keeps people interested 
? Because it helps players from the top to grass root level in terms of uniforms and etc. 
? Because it is now very professional and as a result needs sponsorship 
? Because of the lack of funding that goes towards the game.  The sponsorship is needed. 
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? Because sponsorship is essential for players to give 100% towards training. 
? Because they need the cash 
? Benefit the team in the long run 
? Big advertisements good for the sponsoring companies 
? Brings financial benefits for both the team and the sponsor 
? Brings funds for the team 
? Brings in funding for NZ rugby. 
? Brings in much needed funding in New Zealand. 
? Brings more funding into the sport 
? Brings the country together, confidence, financial backing 
? Competition vs. other countries, players vs. consumer benefits 
? Destroys major clubs 
? Develops a good reputation for the brand 
? Encourage players to play, Money 
? Encouragement to youngsters, Career Bldg. 
? Encourages youngsters, enables world class competition for NZ and gets it televised 
? Every sport needs it 
? Expensive so somebody has to sponsor 
? Exposure through the game 
? Fame, Prosperity 
? Finance.  Advertising 
? Finances 
? Finances the players and helps the rugby community as a whole. 
? Finances the team. 
? Financial Backing, Loyalty, sport to economy 
? Financial Reasons 
? Financial Stability 
? Financial Stability, Important part of the team 
? Financial support to the team 
? Financially 
? Financially happy 
? For Money 
? For players to play 
? For the good of the game. 
? For the Money 
? Funding for the team and promotes the game. 
? Funds collection 
? Funds Team Uniforms & Public Image 
? Game gets better promotion 
? Generates Income, Awareness 
? Get more money for the training of the team 
? Gives Financial Backing 
? Gives funding for the game. 
? Gives funding to both the players and the game 
? Gives money to the team 
? Gives players more incentive to play. 
? Gives team uniforms & ups the competition 
? Gives the money to play harder 
? Gives the team more financial support 
? Good audience to watch the game 
? Good for NZ's image 
? Good for Rugby 
? Good for Sport, Money 
? Good for the business & supports the business 
? Good for the business& team, financial backing 
? Good for the economy.  Puts money into game.  Promotes young talent. 
? Good for the game 
? Good for the game, increases interest 
? Good for the players 
? Good for the players, they can concentrate more 
? Good for the sport 
? Good for the Sport 
? Good for the sport and the players 
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? Good for the sport, encouragement 
? Good for the team 
? Good money for both the team & brand 
? Good money for the team 
? Good money forth sport, developing brand reputation 
? Good of the game.  Brings in funding for the game. 
? Good Pass time, sport 
? Good to promote NZ companies.  Where else are they going to get money from? 
? Good to watch 
? Good uniforms for the players 
? Good way to build the team 
? Good way to do advertisement 
? Good way to establish the brand 
? Good way to get money to support the team 
? Grass roots rugby 
? Great for the team 
? Great way to support the team 
? Has to be unfortunately 
? Have to be to get money 
? Helps funding 
? Helps players concentrate on the game, without having to worry about working for a living. 
? Helps players get more time to play rugby than have to work for a living. 
? Helps promote the game as well as generate the economy. 
? Helps the players financially. 
? Help's the team 
? Helps to build the team 
? Helps to fund rugby at all levels of the game. 
? Helps to improve the team 
? Helps to retain players in New Zealanders through incentives. 
? Helps to view live telecast, Benefits players 
? Higher profile 
? I guess its good for the game 
? I think it takes the game to the 21st century. 
? If there has to be professionalism it has to be paid for 
? Important to any sports team 
? Improves the game 
? Incentivises the players. 
? Increase the brand awareness of the sponsor's product.  Can provide funds for the team 
? It advertises NZ around the world, and promotes NZ’s image. 
? It brings in money. 
? It brings money into rugby, it promotes the game. 
? It can help to develop the team 
? It can provide more money to support the team 
? it creates a high profile for NZ rugby. 
? it funds New Zealand's rugby development. 
? It gets more money and the game is more professional now. 
? It gives the teams extra incentive to perform, but does not necessarily put the money back to the 
rugby community/grass root levels 
? It helps NZ get in to the world market. 
? It helps the development of the game. 
? it helps the players concentrate on the playing the game. 
? it helps with funding. 
? it is good for the game and supports the players. 
? it is very much a profession in this day and age and needs sponsorship to survive. 
? It is very popular, there is a lot of interest and players give their best 
? It makes the game popular and fun to watch. 
? it makes the game popular overseas. Also promotes New Zealand worldwide. 
? it paves the way to improve the game. 
? it promotes NZ overseas and rugby. 
? It promotes the game overseas.  Good for NZ image 
? It promotes the game worldwide 
? It promotes the game, by supporting players with funding. 
? It promotes the sport, however there are ethical concerns with corporate being great 
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? it provides funding for not just the all blacks but in to the rugby community. 
? It provides funding for players and gives more incentive to play. 
? it provides funding. Supports the rugby community. 
? it raises funds, helps out NZ rugby 
? it supports grassroots level rugby. 
? it takes a lot of weight off the shoulders of rugby players. 
? It's a good game 
? Its a professional sport, Beneficial for up-comers 
? It’s good because it gives money to the game and players. 
? Its just good, makes it popular. 
? Its not important 
? Its not that important 
? It's our National Game 
? Kiwis love the game 
? Lots of Interested people 
? Make the game more recognised 
? Make the game popular 
? Makes rugby popular in NZ 
? Makes the boys look so good on the field-uniforms 
? Makes the game popular and brings money 
? makes the game popular with youth by associating with youthful brands. 
? Makes the team popular 
? Money 
? Money for bettering the team 
? Money to both the teams and players 
? Money, backing up players travel 
? Money, Fame & Good for sport 
? Money, Good for the sport 
? More funds and a good way to develop brand name 
? More money for developing the sport 
? National Sport, Gets team to international level 
? Necessary Nowadays 
? Need the money to pay the boys 
? Needs to keep the sport & players going. 
? No opinion 
? No sponsor, no game 
? Not too clear on it.  It is a good thing but has its drawbacks. 
? NZ culture 
? Pays the players to play 
? People enjoy it 
? People love it 
? People love the game 
? Players can concentrate on the game 
? Players require money 
? Players without sponsorship would struggle financially 
? Professional Game 
? Promote Rugby in NZ 
? Promote the game 
? Promotes Rugby 
? Promotes the game 
? Promotes the game and provides more incentive to play 
? Promotes the game in NZ 
? Promotes the game worldwide. 
? promotes the game. 
? Promotes the sport 
? provides financial backing and promotes the game 
? Provides funding & good publicity 
? Provides funding for not just the all blacks but also smaller teams in terms of uniforms and things 
like that. 
? provides funding for rugby 
? provides funding for the players. 
? provides incentives for players. 
? provides money. 
 43
Appendix D Frequency Tables 
? provides much needed funding for rugby in NZ. 
? provides much needed funding for the players and incentives. Also helps at the grassroots level. 
? provides the funding needed by players and allows them concentrate on playing rugby. 
? Puts in a lot of funding towards the players and the most of all the game. 
? Puts money into making the game popular.  Good of the game. 
? puts money into the game. 
? Puts money into the rugby community in forms of uniforms and stuff 
? puts money into the rugby community. 
? Raise funds 
? Raise money 
? Raises money for the team 
? Recognition to the world 
? Required funding to improve the sport throughout NZ 
? Rugby brings the country together 
? Salaries for players 
? Should promote other sports and not rugby 
? Shows national support 
? Shows support & get them overseas 
? Smaller unions can't participate 
? so that the player would not have to work. 
? Someone has to sponsor 
? Something to fall back on 
? Sponsor gets a good mileage 
? Sponsorship is good for any team 
? sponsorship is good for the game. 
? Sponsorship required to keep the sport going. 
? Sports Development 
? Stability to the team 
? supports the game and players. 
? supports the players with funding and incentives also overflows into rugby at grass root level. 
? Supports the team 
? Teams will appreciate it and supports them 
? the game is a profession and sponsorship is essential for the good of the game. 
? The game is more professional now and sponsorship is necessary. 
? the involved businesses gain profit and as a result can help develop the economy. 
? The players and organisations get money 
? The professional games and competitions need money 
? there are also negatives but in this professional era sponsorship is essential. 
? there are pros and cons but in an age of professionalism, sponsorship is essential for the game. 
? There is nothing bad about it 
? They are able to get more time training because they would not have to work for a living. 
? They can concentrate on the game rather than having to earn a living. 
? They need the money for good coaching, vehicles etc 
? They will be able to be a competitive team 
? though it promotes the sponsor, more importantly it promotes the game. 
? Though the game has turned into a business, its hard to decide on whether it really is a good 
thing or not, but hard to go against it. 
? To create cash flow.  To help keep top players in NZ.  To keep us competitive with other 
countries.  It’s a professional sport 
? To make money 
? To publicise with the youth 
? To retain the boys here 
? Too many pros & cons of the game being professional.  Since it is professional sponsorship is 
necessary. 
? Where else would the money come from? 
? Without the sponsors the team wouldn't have been there 
? World Recognition 
? Yes because all other countries have sponsors and we are now in a professional era. 
? You need financial backing.  It advertises NZ around the world 
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5.4.4 C1-C2 adidas Brand profile – Brand Salience (combined results) 
 
 
In your opinion what is the leading sportswear brand in New Zealand?
158 39.5 39.5 39.5
154 38.5 38.5 78.0
7 1.8 1.8 79.8
1 .3 .3 80.0
1 .3 .3 80.3
1 .3 .3 80.5
48 12.0 12.0 92.5
1 .3 .3 92.8
29 7.2 7.2 100.0
400 100.0 100.0
Adidas
Nike
Reebok
Puma
Slazenger
New Balance
Converse
Lotto
Other
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
397 99.7
389 97.7
384 96.5
380 95.5
221 55.5
189 47.5
398 100.0
Adidas
Nike
Reebok
Puma
Converse
New Balance
Which of the
following
brands have
you heard
of?
Total
Count Column %
 
 
228 72.8
231 73.8
115 36.7
70 22.4
65 20.8
49 15.7
313 100.0
Adidas
Nike
Reebok
Puma
Converse
New Balance
Which of the
following
brands to
you currently
own?
Total
Count Column %
 
257 76.7
248 74.0
191 57.0
138 41.2
78 23.3
60 17.9
335 100.0
Adidas
Nike
Reebok
Puma
Converse
New Balance
Which of the
following brands
have you ever
owned?
Total
Count Column %
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242 74.7
245 75.6
188 58.0
122 37.7
59 18.2
50 15.4
324 100.0
Adidas
Nike
Reebok
Puma
Converse
New Balance
Which of the
following brands
have you owned
in last 2 yrs?
Total
Count Column %
 
241 73.5
239 72.9
190 57.9
136 41.5
66 20.1
53 16.2
328 100.0
Adidas
Nike
Reebok
Puma
Converse
New Balance
Which of the
following brands
have you owned
in last 5yrs?
Total
Count Column %
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5.4.5 D1 adidas Brand profile – Brand Performance (combined results) 
 
 
 
Adidas products are well designed
2 .5 .5 .5
4 1.0 1.0 1.5
69 17.3 17.3 18.8
213 53.3 53.4 72.2
89 22.3 22.3 94.5
22 5.5 5.5 100.0
399 99.8 100.0
1 .3
400 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas products are well made
1 .3 .3 .3
4 1.0 1.0 1.3
69 17.3 17.3 18.5
235 58.8 58.8 77.3
67 16.8 16.8 94.0
24 6.0 6.0 100.0
400 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas products are reliable
1 .3 .3 .3
3 .8 .8 1.0
57 14.2 14.2 15.2
218 54.5 54.5 69.8
92 23.0 23.0 92.8
29 7.2 7.2 100.0
400 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Adidas products are stylish
1 .3 .3 .3
18 4.5 4.5 4.8
67 16.8 16.8 21.5
194 48.5 48.5 70.0
98 24.5 24.5 94.5
22 5.5 5.5 100.0
400 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas products feel good to wear
1 .3 .3 .3
5 1.3 1.3 1.5
50 12.5 12.5 14.0
182 45.5 45.6 59.6
106 26.5 26.6 86.2
55 13.8 13.8 100.0
399 99.8 100.0
1 .3
400 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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5.4.6 E1 adidas Brand profile – Brand Imagery (combined results) 
 
 
Adidas products are worn by people I admire and respect
27 6.8 6.8 6.8
31 7.8 7.8 14.5
109 27.3 27.3 41.8
145 36.3 36.3 78.0
55 13.8 13.8 91.8
33 8.3 8.3 100.0
400 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 
 
Adidas products cost more
2 .5 .5 .5
23 5.8 5.8 6.3
110 27.5 27.5 33.8
179 44.8 44.8 78.5
51 12.8 12.8 91.3
35 8.8 8.8 100.0
400 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 
 
Adidas products are the best you can buy
15 3.8 3.8 3.8
81 20.3 20.3 24.0
172 43.0 43.0 67.0
82 20.5 20.5 87.5
19 4.8 4.8 92.3
31 7.8 7.8 100.0
400 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Adidas has good products for females
3 .8 .8 .8
14 3.5 3.5 4.3
108 27.0 27.0 31.3
171 42.8 42.8 74.0
31 7.8 7.8 81.8
73 18.3 18.3 100.0
400 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas has good products for males
1 .3 .3 .3
8 2.0 2.0 2.3
91 22.8 22.8 25.0
217 54.3 54.3 79.3
42 10.5 10.5 89.8
41 10.3 10.3 100.0
400 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas products represent good value for money
10 2.5 2.5 2.5
15 3.8 3.8 6.3
122 30.5 30.5 36.8
186 46.5 46.5 83.3
33 8.3 8.3 91.5
34 8.5 8.5 100.0
400 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas products are well advertised
2 .5 .5 .5
9 2.3 2.3 2.8
60 15.0 15.0 17.8
227 56.8 56.8 74.5
83 20.8 20.8 95.3
19 4.8 4.8 100.0
400 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Adidas products are worn by elite athletes
4 1.0 1.0 1.0
6 1.5 1.5 2.5
133 33.3 33.3 35.8
160 40.0 40.0 75.8
66 16.5 16.5 92.3
31 7.8 7.8 100.0
400 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas products are available at a convenient location for me
8 2.0 2.0 2.0
45 11.3 11.3 13.3
188 47.0 47.0 60.3
128 32.0 32.0 92.3
31 7.8 7.8 100.0
400 100.0 100.0
Disagree
Neither agree
nor disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas is an important sponsor of rugby
2 .5 .5 .5
3 .8 .8 1.3
92 23.0 23.0 24.3
157 39.3 39.3 63.5
110 27.5 27.5 91.0
36 9.0 9.0 100.0
400 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas is the brand for winners
17 4.3 4.3 4.3
34 8.5 8.5 12.8
162 40.5 40.5 53.3
87 21.8 21.8 75.0
42 10.5 10.5 85.5
58 14.5 14.5 100.0
400 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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5.4.7 F1 adidas Brand profile – Brand Resonance/Equity (combined results) 
 
I buy Adidas whenever I can
55 13.8 13.8 13.8
115 28.7 28.8 42.6
116 29.0 29.1 71.7
47 11.8 11.8 83.5
34 8.5 8.5 92.0
32 8.0 8.0 100.0
399 99.8 100.0
1 .3
400 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
My next sports apparel purchase will be Adidas
49 12.3 12.3 12.3
96 24.0 24.1 36.3
142 35.5 35.6 71.9
42 10.5 10.5 82.5
13 3.3 3.3 85.7
57 14.2 14.3 100.0
399 99.8 100.0
1 .3
400 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas is my preferred sports apparel brand
40 10.0 10.0 10.0
116 29.0 29.1 39.1
131 32.8 32.8 71.9
75 18.8 18.8 90.7
15 3.8 3.8 94.5
22 5.5 5.5 100.0
399 99.8 100.0
1 .3
400 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Adidas is the only sports apparel brand I need
75 18.8 18.8 18.8
167 41.8 41.9 60.7
99 24.8 24.8 85.5
24 6.0 6.0 91.5
12 3.0 3.0 94.5
22 5.5 5.5 100.0
399 99.8 100.0
1 .3
400 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Adidas is a brand used by people like me
29 7.2 7.3 7.3
74 18.5 18.5 25.8
139 34.8 34.8 60.7
99 24.8 24.8 85.5
21 5.3 5.3 90.7
37 9.3 9.3 100.0
399 99.8 100.0
1 .3
400 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 
I am always interested in learning more about Adidas
55 13.8 13.8 13.8
125 31.3 31.4 45.2
110 27.5 27.6 72.9
63 15.8 15.8 88.7
19 4.8 4.8 93.5
26 6.5 6.5 100.0
398 99.5 100.0
2 .5
400 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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I will pay more if I can buy Adidas
109 27.3 27.3 27.3
132 33.0 33.1 60.4
74 18.5 18.5 78.9
40 10.0 10.0 89.0
21 5.3 5.3 94.2
23 5.8 5.8 100.0
399 99.8 100.0
1 .3
400 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
When I buy sports apparrel the brand is not important to me
19 4.8 4.8 4.8
101 25.3 25.3 30.1
121 30.3 30.3 60.4
104 26.0 26.1 86.5
40 10.0 10.0 96.5
14 3.5 3.5 100.0
399 99.8 100.0
1 .3
400 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
I would prefer to buy a little known brand of sports apparel if it saved me money
13 3.3 3.3 3.3
74 18.5 18.5 21.8
96 24.0 24.1 45.9
156 39.0 39.1 85.0
44 11.0 11.0 96.0
16 4.0 4.0 100.0
399 99.8 100.0
1 .3
400 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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I would prefer to wait for a sale before I bought my favourite brand of sports apparel
9 2.3 2.3 2.3
51 12.8 12.8 15.0
78 19.5 19.5 34.6
169 42.3 42.4 76.9
77 19.3 19.3 96.2
15 3.8 3.8 100.0
399 99.8 100.0
1 .3
400 100.0
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor
disagree
agree
Strongly Agree
Not Applicable
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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5.4.8 G1 – G6 Demographics (combined results) 
 
Gender
223 55.8 55.9 55.9
176 44.0 44.1 100.0
399 99.8 100.0
1 .3
400 100.0
Male
Female
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Age group
78 19.5 19.6 19.6
103 25.8 25.9 45.5
102 25.5 25.6 71.1
64 16.0 16.1 87.2
19 4.8 4.8 92.0
16 4.0 4.0 96.0
16 4.0 4.0 100.0
398 99.5 100.0
2 .5
400 100.0
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-74
75+
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Highest Qualification
7 1.8 1.8 1.8
96 24.0 24.2 26.0
78 19.5 19.7 45.7
170 42.5 42.9 88.6
45 11.3 11.4 100.0
396 99.0 100.0
4 1.0
400 100.0
No Qualification
Secondary School
Qualification
Vocational Qualification
Bachelor Degree
Higher Degree
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Occupation
48 12.0 12.0 12.0
71 17.8 17.8 29.8
39 9.8 9.8 39.6
32 8.0 8.0 47.6
42 10.5 10.5 58.1
8 2.0 2.0 60.2
19 4.8 4.8 64.9
3 .8 .8 65.7
2 .5 .5 66.2
135 33.8 33.8 100.0
399 99.8 100.0
1 .3
400 100.0
Legislators,
Administrators, Managers
Professionals
Technicians and
Associate Professionals
Clerk
Service and Sales
Workers
Agriculture and Fishery
Workers
Trades Workers
Plant and Machine
Operators and
Assemblers
Elementary Occupations
No elsewhere included
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Personal income - before tax
62 15.5 15.6 15.6
21 5.3 5.3 20.9
34 8.5 8.5 29.4
68 17.0 17.1 46.5
49 12.3 12.3 58.8
32 8.0 8.0 66.8
8 2.0 2.0 68.8
7 1.8 1.8 70.6
117 29.3 29.4 100.0
398 99.5 100.0
2 .5
400 100.0
Less than $20,001
$20,001-$25,000
$25,001 - $30,000
$30,001 - $40,000
$40,001 - $50,000
$50,001 - $70,000
$70,001 - $100,000
More than $100,000
not stated
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Is your nationality/residency:
335 83.8 84.4 84.4
62 15.5 15.6 100.0
397 99.3 100.0
3 .8
400 100.0
New Zealander
Other
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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APPENDIX F: Data Collection and Analysis 
1.0 Introduction: 
 Data was collected by Startel Communications Ltd from their Auckland-based premises.  
Data collection involved the computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) process 
which allows for the precoding of the questionnaire.  Data was then automatically 
transferred to the statistical software programme SPSS 12.01 for Windows. 
 
2.0 Cleaning Data: Handling Blank Responses: 
 There are many possible reasons why some respondents did not answer every item in the 
questionnaire.  They may not have understood the question; may have been unwilling to 
answer the question or may have been indifferent to the question.  According to Malhotra 
et al (2002) there are three common strategies employed by researchers to handle 
unsatisfactory responses: 
 • Return to the field and recontact respondents 
 • Discard unsatisfactory respondents 
 • Assign missing values. 
 
 In this research the latter two strategies were adopted.  Of the 400 questionnaires 
completed by Startel (as a result of collecting two 200 respondent samples), Sample One 
(completed before the RWC competition) had 12 cases exhibiting more than 30% missing 
values.  The 30% missing values threshold is suggested by Hair et al (1998, pp56-61) as 
a reasonable threshold for discarding questionnaires.  These 12 cases in Sample One 
were discarded.  They were case numbers: 76, 92, 112, 129, 146, 148, 156, 158, 160, 
170, 179 and 187. 
 
 In Sample Two (completed after the RWC competition) 18 cases had more than 30% 
missing values.  They were deleted.  The case numbers were: 5, 6, 15, 17, 71, 77, 84, 89, 
90, 113, 115, 118, 122, 128, 129, 140, 142, 199. 
 
 In the remaining cases, where missing values were less than 30% (370 respondents), a 
mean imputation was performed and assigned where data was missing.  The major 
variables under investigation, in each sample, were specifically checked for missing 
values and were found to have less than 15% missing values in each sample.  This was 
considered statistically acceptable. 
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Table G.1: New Zealand Sportswear Advertising Expenditure; July-December 2003 
 
Nike $701,025 40.5%
Adidas 548,206 31.5%
Canterbury 251,314 14.0%
New Balance 214,302 12.0%
Puma 26,010 1.5%
Reebok 8,900 0.5%
Lotto Nil Nil
Slazenger Nil Nil
Asics Nil Nil
Other Nil Nil1
Total $1,749,757 100.0%
 
Source: A.C. Neilsen, Media Research 
 
 
 
adidas Advertising Expenditure; July-December 2003 
 
How much brand exposure did adidas receive during the RWC?  AC Nielsen Media Research 
expenditure analysis for the months July-December 2003 reveals that adidas spent a modest 
NZ$548,206 on media advertising during that time. (Over the same six month period Nike spent 
NZ$701,025 on media advertising). adidas spent $241,486 between July and November 2003 to 
promote their sponsorship of the All Blacks.  They spent $287,190 promoting their sportswear 
range between July and December 2003 ($185,765 in magazines).  Their total six month spend 
of $548,206 included $99,825 on television, $36,246 on press, $230,455 on magazines, $24,500 
on cinema and $157,180 on outdoor.  Radio was not used.  The bulk of their spend ($240,497) 
was in October. 
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Appendix I T tests for pre and post RWC demographics 
 
 
T tests for pre and post RWC demographics  
 
 
Pre RWC 
Count 
Post RWC 
Count  
Gender   P Value 
Male  110 113  
Female  89 87  
Total 199 200 0.99 
Age    
18-24 39 6  
25-34 46 53  
35-44 55 26  
45-54 35 98  
55-64 10 16  
65-74 10 0  
75+ 3 0 0.75 
Highest Qualification    
No qualification 1 6  
Secondary school qualification 43 53  
Vocational qualification 52 26  
Bachelor degree 72 98  
Higher degree 29 16 0.97 
Job category    
Legislators, Administrators, Managers 25 23  
Professionals  44 27  
Technicians and associate professionals 12 27  
Clerk 22 10  
Service  and sales workers 12 30  
Agriculture and fishery workers 0 8  
Trades workers 15 4  
Plant and machine operators and 
assemblers 1 2  
Elementary occupations 0 2  
Other including retired 68 67 0.97 
Income, personal before tax    
Less than 20,000 28 34  
$20,001 to $25,000 5 16  
$25,001 to $30,000 8 26  
$30,001 to $40,000 36 32  
$40,001 to $50,000 35 14  
$50,001 to $70,000 23 9  
$70,001 to $100,000 2 6  
More than $100,000 4 3  
Not stated 57 60 0.95 
Nationality    
New Zealand 159 176  
Other  38 24  
Total 197 200 0.96 
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